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Preface

Thisdocumentreportstheresults of aresearch projectentitled “Review
of Army Total Force Policy Implementation.” The purpose of the proj-
ectwastoreview theimplementation of the Army Total Force Policy
and to provide recommendations for sustaining and/or modifying its
objectives to more effectively achieve a more integrated operational
force.

Inthisreport, wereview the Army’s progressinimplementing the
Army Total Force Policy across the domains of doctrine, organization,
collective training, mobilization, materiel, leadership and education,
personnel, and facilities. Our assessment is based on objective indica-
torsas wellasinterviews with stakeholdersin the Regular Army, Army
National Guard, and U.S. Army Reserve. We also discuss related rec-
ommendations made by the National Commission on the Future of
the Army, obstacles tointegration,and additional steps the Army could
take to move toward the goal of total force integration.

This research was sponsored by the Office of the Chief, Army
Reserve, and conducted within the RAND Arroyo Center’s Person-
nel, Training and Health program. RAND Arroyo Center, part of the
RAND Corporation, is a federally funded research and development
center sponsored by the United States Army.

The Project Unique Identification Code (PUIC) for the project
that produced this document is RAN167282.
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Summary

Over the past four decades, the Army has developed policies and pro-
grams to address the complex task of integrating its active and reserve
forces. Despite those efforts, two key, and often contentious, issues
remain:

1 how best to integrate the Army’s active components (ACs) and
reserve components (RCs)

2 howbesttoapportionroles, missions, force structure, and other
resources among the components.

The Secretary of the Army issued the Army Total Force Policy
(ATFP) on September 4, 2012, to define further the steps that should be
taken to integrate all components as a total force. Since 2012, changes in
the Army budget, forcestructure, operational environment, and future
operating concepts have been made thatcould affect the Army’sability
to implement the ATFP. However, while significant progress has been
made in meeting ATFP objectives, much work still must be done to
achieve a fully integrated, operational total force that can leverage the
strengths of each of its components. This is reflected in the National
Commission on the Future of the Army (NCFA) report; many of its 63
recommendations are related to ATFP objectives.

The Office of the Chief, Army Reserve asked the RAND Arroyo
Center to examine the extent to which the Army has implemented the
policies and actions directed by the ATFP; how these efforts have ben-
efited the different components and enhanced the total force; whether
they have any negative unintended consequences; and how the Army
might improve the ATFP to achieve a more cost-effective, integrated,

Xi
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and capable total force. As part of this research, we reviewed Army
regulations, policies, and doctrine as well as related literature on the
ATFP and total force integration, including the NCFA's report. We
also developed indicators for assessing progress toward achieving ATFP
objectives based onavailable data sources, and interviewed key stake-
holders in the Regular Army, Army National Guard (ARNG), and
US. Army Reserve (USAR). Based on these efforts, we make recom-
mendations on further actions the Army should take to strengthen the
integration of its AC and RC forces.

Overview of Army Total Force Policy

The ATEP specifies several policy and regulatory changes that mustbe
implemented by various organizations in the Army.

* Integrate AC and RC forces and capabilities at the tactical level
(division and below), including some predeployment collective
training of units that will routinely deploy as multicomponent
forces.

* Establish uniform procedures and processes for validating the
predeployment readiness of AC and RC units and soldiers. Stan-
dards for qualification and professional development will be the
same for AC and RC personnel.

* Streamline the voluntary and involuntary call to active duty of
RC personnel and units.

* Ensure that the Army’s equipping strategy enables the total force
to perform its missions.

* Employ an integrated personnel management and pay system
with standardized business processes and authoritative data for
military personnel. Personnel policies shall facilitate continuum
of service and opportunities for joint experiences.

* Amend Army Regulation (AR) 71-11, AR 525-29,and AR 500-5
toconformwiththe ATFP (Department of the Army, 1995,2011,
2015b).
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* Consolidate or eliminate Army publication Series 135 (Army
National Guard and Army Reserve), Series 140 (Army Reserve),
Series 350 (Training), and Series 600 (Personnel-General).

* Use the new authority in 10 U.S.C. 12304b, which allows the
Secretary of the Army to order RC units to active duty under cer-
tain conditions.

The Army issued additional implementation guidance in 2013,
2014, and 2015 that designated Army organizations as leads for spe-
cific implementation tasks; established deadlines for completing cer-
tain tasks; and required formation of working groups, with participa-
tion from each component. As of this writing, the Army was preparing
new guidance to be issued in 2017.

Findings and Recommendations

The Army has made progress inimplementing ATFP objectives across
the Doctrine, Organization, Training, Materiel, Leadership, Person-
nel, and Facilities (DOTMLPF) domains, but more work remains to
be done. In many areas, the NCFA has provided more-specific rec-
ommendations and has created a new impetus for the Army to move
forward with ATFP implementation. However, budget constraints
have limited implementation of some objectives. In addition, several
initiatives focus on brigade combat teams (BCTs), placing less empha-
sis on the enabler units needed to conduct contingency operations.
Many stakeholdersalsostated thatachangeinculturewas particularly
needed to promote better AC-RC integration within the Army. Finally,
some interviewees noted that ATFP implementation emphasizes policy
changes, not executing and enforcing those changes.

Evenif proposed increases to the defense budget come to pass, the
Army’s budget is likely to remain constrained. Therefore, innovative
solutions are needed to achieve the intent of the ATFP. For example,
the Army can reduce the cost of multicomponent training through ini-
tiatives such as the Nationwide Move program, multicomponent vehi-
cleloans, and positioning modernized equipment at regional training
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and mobilization sites. Another example is consolidating and integrat-
ing individual training and professional military education under the
One Army School System (OASS).

To continue moving forward, the Army should set goals for force
integration and establish metrics to monitor progress toward achiev-
ing those goals, such as the number of units and soldiers participat-
ing in multicomponent training events; the use of 12304b mobiliza-
tion authority; the equipping of early-deploying enabler units; and the
fielding schedule and functionality of the Integrated Personnel and
Pay System-Army (IPPS-A). In addition, the Army has started several
pilot programs that will need to be evaluated to determine whether
they are meeting the intent of the ATFP and whether combining func-
tions across components results in the neglect of ARNG and USAR
interests. These programs include the Associated Units Pilot Program
(AUPP), multicomponent headquarters organizations, the One Army
recruiting pilot, and combining marketing functions.

We organized our more detailed findings and recommendations
using the Army’s DOTMLPF framework, with an additional section
onmobilization. In each domain, we examined the Army’s progress in
implementing ATFP objectivesand obstacles tointegration, and devel-
oped recommendations for the Army to further strengthenintegration
of AC and RC forces.

Doctrine

To assess the Army’s progress in implementing required regulatory
changes, we examined changes made to each regulation since 2012. We
found that only a few had been updated in recent years and, in some
cases, the changes did not address ATFP requirements. Stakehold-
ers reported satisfaction with their input into rewriting some regula-
tions, but minimal involvement in rewriting others. The ARNG, more
than the other components, continues to maintain component-specific
regulations, in some cases because proponents of Army-wide regula-
tions are reluctant to incorporate ARNG-specific items. Therefore, we
recommend that the Army assess the status of the regulatory changes
required by the ATFP and set a firm timeline to publish the remaining
changes. However, stakeholders from all three components reported
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to us that, even if all the required regulation changes are made, Army
culture and practices must change to increase trust and integration
between the components.

Organization

The Army has several initiatives related to multicomponent units. For
example, the AUPP establishes formal relationships between designated
ACand RCunits so that they can train and potentially deploy together.
The multicomponent headquarters program creates RC detachments
to augment AC corps and division headquarters to offset a recent
downsizing of these organizations. The Army has also created other
multicomponentsustainment and support units that account for about
1 percentof total Army end strength. Most of these programs have only
recently been implemented and have yet to be evaluated to determine
whether they are meeting the intent of the ATFP.Some are similar to
past initiatives that were intended to increase AC-RC integration but
fell into neglect or were abandoned when RC forces were not deemed
ready to deploy with their ACcounterparts. Therefore, we recommend
thatthe Army develop goalsand metrics for these programs and adjust
policies and practices as necessary to meet those goals.

Training

Initiatives to increase multicomponent collective training include the
Total Force Partnership Program, which partners ARNG division
headquarterswith ACcorpsheadquartersand RCbrigadesand higher-
level units with like-designed AC brigades based on geographic loca-
tion. The Army has also increased participation of RC units in Combat
Training Center (CTC) rotations and other multicomponent training
exercises and developed a new execution order on validating predeploy-
ment readiness. However, no additional funding has been provided
to transport RC units to CTCs or AC installations or AC units to
RC training facilities. In addition, some initiatives focus on BCTsand
tend to exclude enabler units or provide only limited opportunities for
enabler units to participate. Innovative solutions, such as the Nation-
wide Move program, multicomponent vehicle loans, and positioning
equipmentat training centers, can reduce transportation costs, but the
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Army should also consider increasing transportation funding to sup-
port multicomponent training.

Mobilization

The ATFP and the NCFA both call for greater use of 12304b mobiliza-
tion authority, which allows the service secretaries to involuntarily mobi-
lize up to 60,000 RC personnel foramaximum of 365 days. The NCFA
found that the Army has not made much use of this authority due to
budget constraints. As a result, some AC units with less than two years
of dwell time (time that service members spend at home station between
deployments to war zones) performed missions that could have been
done by similar ARNG and USAR units. Based on recent Army budget
materials, we found that the Army is gradually ramping up toward the
3,000 person-years of 12304b utilization recommended by the NCFA.
The Army should monitor the types of operations designated for RCunits
under this authority, and the contributions of these missions to relieving
stresson ACforcesand maintaining an operational reserve.

Materiel

The U.S. Department of Defense’s (DoD’s) annual National Guard
and Reserve Equipment Report provides an overview of RC equip-
ment shortages and the services” equipment procurement plans for
their RCs. The most recent report indicates overall shortages of $23.9
billion in ARNG equipment and $8.9 billion in USAR equipment,
not including authorized substitutions (DoD, 2016b). It also notes that
budget constraints are causing a decline in RC equipment procurement
funding, and the practice of transferring aging equipment from AC to
RC units creates capability and interoperability gaps. Our analysis of
Army equipping datafound some evidence of discrepancies in assign-
ment of modernized equipment. The Army’s procurement funding is
likely to remain constrained, but it could set higher priorities for early-
deploying RC units and measurable goals for equipping those units.
An improved process for equipment transparency reporting would also
helpensure thatequipment designated for RC unitsis eventually deliv-
ered to them. In addition, greater multicomponent sharing of equip-
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ment or positioning of equipment at training centers could increase RC
access to modernized equipment.

Leadership and Education

The OASS is consolidating individual training facilities across com-
ponents, standardizing programs of instruction, and integrating the
flow of soldiers to the closest location offering needed courses, regard-
less of component. Forsoldiers in selected unit types, we found that
RC attendance at AC-run Basic Leader Courses (BLCs) had increased
in recent years, but not AC attendance at RC-run BLCs. There was
also relatively little cross-component attendance at Advanced Leader
Courses or Senior Leader Courses, except for combined ARNG and
USAR attendance at RC-run courses. As recommended by the NCFA,
the Army should continue to implement OASS and monitor cross-
componentattendance. Pursuing broader multicomponentattendance
attraining and leadership courses could help break down cultural bar-
riers between components. This pursuit could include increasing the
number of fully funded slots allocated to RC officers at the National
Defense University, senior war colleges, and the Joint Professional Mil-
itary Education in-residence course.

Personnel

The ATFPdirectsthe Army toemployanintegrated personnel manage-
mentand pay system and to facilitate continuum of service and oppor-
tunities for joint experiences. The NCFA added recommendations
to increase cross-component assignments, establish a multiyear pilot
program to consolidate recruiting across components, and consolidate
marketing functions across components. The Army is making prog-
ress in implementing IPPS-A, but full implementation is not expected
until 2020. So far, initiatives to promotea continuum of service have
focused on reducing the paperwork requirements limiting transfers
between components. These initiatives have not yet moved toward a
broader vision of an Army human capital strategy that allows soldiers
to move more flexibly between components, depending on their per-
sonal circumstances and the needs of the Army. The Defense Officer
Personnel Management Act and Reserve Officer Personnel Manage-
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mentActcreateadditional constraintsand disincentivesforcontinuum
of service and cross-component assignments. Other concerns that will
need to be monitored and evaluated include whether multicomponent
assignments will have negative effects on promotion opportunitiesand
whether combining recruiting and marketing functions across compo-
nents will have equitable outcomes for all three components.

Facilities

The ATFP objectives and NCFA recommendations do not directly
address facilities, but they are important enablers for training and
mobilization. AC and RC installations are very different. The typical
ACinstallationisasprawlingcity, providing awiderange of services to
resident Army personnel and surrounded by acres of maneuver space,
whereas many ARNG armories and USAR training centers areembed-
ded in local communities. Even large RC training facilities are lightly
manned for much of the year. Concerns in this area focus on equitable
funding forfacility operationsand maintenance and military construc-
tion. Facility management may be a case where “one size fits all” poli-
cies are inappropriate, and the components should be given some lati-
tude on how best to maintain and invest in facilities.

Remaining Challenges

Wesummarize key remaining challenges to total force integration and
ways the Army can address them inTable S.1.
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Remaining Challenges to Be Addressed

Challenges

Approaches

Reduce cultural barriers
and distrust between
components

Improve RC access to
modernized equipment

Create a true continuum
of service

Increase cross-component interactions through
unit associations, multicomponent training events,
individual training and education, multicomponent
units, and cross-component assignments

Use strategic communications to reinforce need for
change

Increase multicomponent equipment-sharing
Position modernized equipment at RC training
centers

Set timelines for providing modernized equipment
to early-deploying RC units

Facilitate transfers between components that meet
the needs of individual soldiers and the Army
Ensure that nontraditional career paths and cross-
component assignments are not penalized by the
promotion process
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

The concept of a “total force” has been a topic of discussion by the
Department of Defense (DoD) and the Army for at least four decades.
The key, and often contentious, issues have been:

1. how best to integrate the active components (AC) and reserve
components (RCs)

2. howbesttoapportionroles, missions, force structure, and other
resources among the components.

The DoD defines the total force as

The organizations, units, and individuals that comprise DoD
resources for implementing the National Security Strategy. It
includes DoD Active and Reserve military personnel, DoD civil-
ian personnel (including foreign national direct- and indirect-
hires, as well as non-appropriated fund employees), contracted
support,and host-nationsupport personnel (DoD,2014a,p.7).

This definition lists a collection of organizations but does not
describe how their variousroles fit with oneanother, particularly in the
case of each service’s AC and RCs.

Since the end of the Cold War, the RCs have been transformed
fromastrategictoanoperational force. These changesbegan with oper-
ations in Bosnia and Kosovo in the 1990s, but particularly increased
to support the rotational demand for forces in Afghanistan and Iraq.
Between September 2001 and July 2015, more than 900,000Guard



2 Review of Army Total Force Policy Implementation

and Reserve service members were activated for these operations,
including 385,000 members of the Army National Guard (ARNG)
and 223,000 members of the U.S. Army Reserve (USAR) (Office of
the Assistant Secretary of Defense, Reserve Affairs, undated).! DoD
and Army policies have been evolving to support this transformation,
as exemplified by DoD Directive (DoDD) 1200.17 (DoD, 2008) and
DoD Instruction (DoDI) 1235.12 (DoD, 2016).

The Secretary of the Army signed the Army Total Force Policy
(ATFP) in September 2012 to establish policy for integrating the AC
and RC into an operational total force (McHugh, 2012). Since 2012,
there have been changes in the Army budget, force structure, opera-
tional environment, and future operating concepts that could affect
the Army’s ability to implement the ATFP.Inaddition, the National
Commission onthe Future of the Army (NCFA) was established by
the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for fiscal year (FY)
2015 to undertake a comprehensive study of the structure of the Army
and policy assumptions related to its size and force mixture. Inits Jan-
uary 2016 report, the NCFA made 63 recommendations, many related
to total force integration.

The Office of the Chief, Army Reserve (OCAR) asked RAND
Arroyo Center to examine the extent to which the Army has imple-
mented the policies and actions directed by the ATFP, how these efforts
have benefited the different components and enhanced the total force,
whether they have caused any negative unintended consequences,
and how the Army might improve the ATFP to achieve amore cost-
effective, integrated, and capable total force. In subsequent discussions,
the research sponsor also asked us to consider how the NCFA’srecom-
mendations are influencing the Army’s implementation of the ATFP.

1 For additional information on the concept of an operational reserve force, see Nagl and
Sharp, 2010; Winkler, 2010; and Schnaubelt et al.,2017.
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Methodology

To answer these questions, the RAND Arroyo Center research team
took the following approach. First, we examined the context of the
ATEFP, including DoDD 1200.17 and ATFP implementation guid-
ance, to use as a basis for assessing implementation. Wealso conducted
aliterature review of the relevant Army regulations, policies, and doc-
trine on ATFP and AC-RC integration, as well as other reports, stud-
ies, press releases, and articles on this topic. In addition, we reviewed
the final report from the NCFA; although the NCFA examined issues
beyond the scope of our study, many of its recommendations are rel-
evanttothe ATFPand areinfluencingits ongoing implementation.
Second, we developed indicators for assessing progress toward
achieving the stated ATFP objectives and used them to assess that
progress toward achieving objectives and completing required actions.
For example, we used the Army Equipping Enterprise System (AE2S)
to compare equipping across components and the Army Train-
ing Requirements and Resource System (ATRRS) to examine cross-
component attendance at training courses for enlisted soldiers. In
somecases, our assessments were binary: Forexample, if the Army was
directed to develop a new regulation, had that regulation been pro-
mulgated? In many cases, however, the assessments required analysis
regarding the sufficiency and effectiveness of implementation tasks.
Toinform these assessments, we interviewed key stakehold-
ers, including personnel at OCAR; U.S. Army Reserve Command
(USARC); the Office of the Director, Army National Guard; the Office
of the Assistant Secretary of the Army, Manpower and Reserve Affairs
(ASA [M&RAY)); Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7; U.S.
Army Forces Command (FORSCOM); Office of the Deputy Chief of
Staff, G-1,U.S. Army Human Resources Command (HRC);and U.S.
Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC). A complete
list of the organizations represented by our intervieweesis provided in
Table 1.1. Since each organization was typically involved only in a few
aspects of ATFP implementation, we provided interviewees a list of
ATFP policies and implementing actions and asked them to indicate
which changes they were involved with implementing and their assess-
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Table 1.1
List of Army Organizations Included in Interviews
Army Organization Offices Represented
OCAR Assistant Chief of Staff
G-1
G-35

Army Reserve Communications
Comptroller
Installation Management
Legislative Affairs
Private Public Partnership Office
Program Analysis and Evaluation
Senior Leader Development Office
Strategic Equipping Division

USARC G-37

Office of the Director, G-1

Army National Guard G-3, Training/Mobilization
G-4

G-5, Strategic Plans
Force Management
Installations and Environmental Directorate
Program Analysis and Evaluation

ASA (M&RA) ATFP Implementation Council of Colonels (CoCs)
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Military
Personnel and Quality of Life

Office of the Deputy Technology and Business Architecture Integration
Chief of Staff, G-1

Office of the Deputy Department of the Army Management Office—Force
Chief of Staff,G-3/5/7 Management (DAMO-FM)
Department of the Army Management Office—
Operations and Contingency Plans Division (DAMO-0OD)

FORSCOM G-3/5/7
First Army
HRC G-3
TRADOC RC Training Integration Division

ment of the steps the Army had taken to date. Wealso asked them to
describe any barriers to implementation and whether they would sug-
gestany changes to the ATFP to better meet the objective of a more
integrated total force. A copy of our interview protocol is provided in
Appendix A.
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We organized our assessments using a modified version of the
Doctrine, Organization, Training, Materiel, Leadership, Personnel,
and Facilities (DOTMLPF) framework. DOTMLPF analysis is part
of the Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System and is
used toidentify changes thatare needed to develop required warfight-
ing capabilities. More broadly, it is used by the Army as a framework
to manage change (U.S. Army War College, 2015, pp. 1-1-1-3).2We
added the topic of mobilization because it is an important RCissue
that does not fit neatly into the DOTMLPF framework, creating a
“DOTMMLPF” framework. In each domain, we identified related
ATEP policies and actions and NCFA recommendations, examined
the Army’s progress in implementing required changes, and discussed
obstacles to total force integration. Finally, we developed recommen-
dations for sustaining or modifying the ATFP tostrengthen AC-RC
integration.

Organization of This Report

The remainder of this report is organized as follows. Chapter Two dis-
cusses the context of DoD and Army Total Force Policy and providesa
detailed descriptionof the ATFPand subsequentimplementation guid-
ance. In Chapter Three, we expand on the policy, related NCFA rec-
ommendations, and the indicators we developed to assess implementa-
tion and its impact. We also provide our resulting assessments. In the
final chapter, we summarize our conclusions and recommendations.

2 For more information on DOTMLPF analysis, see AcqNotes, 2014a, 2014b, and 2014c.
Ithasalsobeen used in other contexts, such asthe Army Mission Command Strategy (U.S.
Army Chief of Staff, 2013), an Army War College thesis on operationalizing the Army
National Guard (Pressnell, 2013), and private-sector strategic planning (Knotts, 2014).






CHAPTER TWO

DoD and Army Total Force Policy

In this chapter, we review some of the antecedents of the ATFP, includ-
ing DoDD 1200.17. We then describe the ATFP and subsequent
implementation guidance, including the specific policies and actions
the Army is required to implement.! The chapter concludes with a brief
discussion of the NCFA, which explored the relationships among the
Army’s components and the specific roles that each should play. Con-
gressalso asked the NCFA to evaluate the Army’s proposed transfer of
attack helicopters from the ARNG to the AC —which was a conten-
tious issue representative of what the NCFA described as an “unhealthy
competitive tension among the Army’s components” (NCFA, 2016).

Evolution of Total Force Policy

The roots of today’s efforts at integrating the three components can
be traced to 1970, when then-Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird pro-
posed the total force concept as one of the steps to prepare for the end
of the draftand the creation of an all-volunteer force (Correll, 2011).
SubsequentSecretaries of Defenseissued policies directing the services
to provide the manning, equipping, training, and facilities necessary
toassure that RCunits could meet the deployment times and readi-
ness required by contingency plans (Office of the Secretary of Defense,
Public Affairs, 1997, p.3). Although the terms for the total force have

1 Thefulltexts of DoDD1200.17and the Army Total Force Policy are provided in Appen-
dixes B and C (DoD, 2008; McHugh, 2012).
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varied, even before the post-9/11 period of sustained combat opera-
tions, former Army Chiefs of Staff Generals Dennis Reimer, Gordon
Sullivan, and Eric Shinseki all emphasized the need fora “total Army”
(Owens, 2001, p. 1).

The evolution toward a total Army has involved several integration
initiatives, recent operationalization of the RCs, and guidance to break
down any existing structural, attitudinal, or cultural barriers to success.?
For example, in 1997, then-Secretary of Defense William Cohen issued
amemorandum requiring integration to go beyond structural needs to
also address cultural barriers to the total force:

I ask each of you to create an environment that eliminates all
residual barriers — structural and cultural — for effective integra-
tion within our Total Force. By integration, I mean the condi-
tions of readiness and trust needed for the leadership at all levels
to have well-justified confidence that Reserve Component units
are trained and equipped to serve as an effective part of the joint
and combined force within whatever timelines are ser [sic] for
the unit—in peace and war . . . Our goal, as we move into the
2lstcentury, must be a seamless Total Force that provides the
National Command Authorities the flexibility and interoperabil-
ity necessary for the full range of military operations. We cannot
achieve this as separate components (Office of the Secretary of
Defense, Public Affairs, 1997, p. 3).

Total force integration is important to the Army because it relies
on its two RCs for more than half of its forces. The Army routinely
task-organizes units from all three Army components to accomplish
assigned missions. According to Michael S. Tucker,commanding
general of First U.S. Army, “Wenever go to war as one component.
We go to war as a multicomponent force, always” (Cronk, 2014). In
response to discussionaboutfiscal constraintsand reductionsin Army

2 Integration initiatives have included the following: integrated combat divisions, the

Bosnia Task Force, multicomponent units, integrated light infantry battalions, Training
Support XXI, AC Associate Unit Mentoring, and the AC/RC Battalion Command Exchange
Program. See Owens, 2001, p. 28.
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end strength, in September 2015, General Mark A. Milley, Army Chief
of Staff, asserted:

There is only one Army . . . we are not 10 divisions, we are
18 divisions. We'renot 32 brigades; we're 60 brigades. And we're not
490,000 Soldiers; we are 980,000 Soldiers. . . . We cannot conduct
sustained land warfare without the Guard and the Reserve. . . Itis
impossible for the United States of America to go to war today with-
out bringing Main Street —without bringing Tennessee and Mas-
sachusettsand Coloradoand California. Wejustcan’tdoit. .. Itis
one Army, and we're not small —we're big. We're very capable. And
we're very capable because of the reserves, we're capable because of
the National Guard (Greenhill, 2015).

DoD Directive 1200.17
In 2008, then-Secretary of Defense Robert Gates issued DoDD
1200.17, which established nine policies for management of the RCs:

* The RCs provide operational capabilities and strategic depth to
meet U.S. defense requirements across the full spectrum of con-
flict.

* The ACsand RCsare integrated as a total force based on the attri-
butes of the particular componentand individual competencies.

* Homeland defense and defense support to civil authorities are
total force missions.

* The RCsare connected amd committed to the U.S. public.

* The continuum of service enhances the effectiveness of and sus-
tains the all-volunteer force with flexible service options that are
attractive to a broad population.

* Utilizationrules are implemented to govern frequency and dura-
tion of activations. Since expectation management is critical to
managing the RCs as an operational force, these rules enhance
predictability and judicious and prudent RC use.

* Voluntary duty is encouraged to meet mission requirements.

* The RCs are resourced by the military services to meet readi-
ness requirements. RC resourcing plans shall ensure visibility to
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track resources from formulation, appropriation, and allocation
through execution.

Outreach services are established and available for RC members,
their families, and their employers from preactivation through
reintegration (DoD, 2008).

DoDD1200.17 also assigns responsibilities to the secretaries of

the military departments as follows:

Manage their respective RCs as an operational force so that RCs
provide operational capabilities while maintaining strategic depth
to meet U.S. military requirements across the full spectrum of
conflict.

Ensure that the RCs participate across the full spectrum of mis-
sionsathomeand abroad. Tothe extent practicable and consistent
with the services’ organizational constructs, ensure unit integrity
ismaintained, including unitleadership positions, when RCunits
fulfill operational requirements.

Ensure that RC units and individuals train and are available for
missions inaccordance with the national defense strategy.
Ensure the total force and nonfederalized National Guard forces
have capabilities useful for domestic disaster response and are uti-
lized in accordance with applicable federal rules, without interfer-
ence with defense missions.

Ensure RC forces meet operational readiness requirements as
identified by the President and the Secretary of Defense.
Ensure sufficient depth of RC unit and individual capabilities to
meet established DoD force utilization goals.

Ensure force rebalancing is conducted on a continuing basis to
adjustforcestructureand individual skill inventories to meet full-
spectrum operations while moderating excessive utilization of the
total force.

Integrate AC and RC organizations to the greatest extent practi-
cable, including the use of cross-component assignments (both
ACtoRCand RCto AC).Such assignments should be considered
as career-enhancing, notdetrimental, tocareer progression.
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Align, to the extent practicable, force structure with established
DoD goals for frequency and duration of utilization for units and
individuals.

Ensure theappropriatelevel of full-time support personnel — AC,
Active Guard and Reserve, military technicians, and other fed-
eral civilian employees —to meet the readiness requirements of
the RCs.

Implement the continuum of service construct in ways that sus-
tain the all-volunteer force and the willingness of individuals to
serve.

Tofacilitate the sustainment of volunteerism, provide flexible par-
ticipation options and opportunities for the performance of mili-
tary duty beyond minimum participation requirements, consis-
tent with service needs.

Program and execute resources where required to support a “train-
mobilize-deploy” construct. Funds for training and equipment
must be provided to coincide with the services’ force planning
cycle and enable an effective pre- and postmobilization training
and deployment process.

Accelerate modernization while balancing the need for restoring
immediate readiness through recapitalization with the imperative
to prepare for future conflicts with more advanced adversaries.
Ensure RC forces are considered for sourcing combatant com-
mands’ requests for forces(DoD, 2008).

The Army Total ForcePolicy

Toimplement the provisions of DoDD 1200.17,in 2012, then-Secretary
of the Army John McHughissued Army Directive 2012-08 to establish
policy for the integration of the Army’s ACand RC as a total force. The
ATFP states that

DoD policies require the military departments to organize, man,
train and equip their active and reserve components as an inte-
grated operational force to provide predictable, recurring, and
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sustainable capabilities. The Total Force must be part of Army
strategy and planning to fulfill national military needs (McHugh,
2012).

Toachieve a total force, Army Directive 2012-08 sets forth seven

policy statements:

1

As one total force, the Active Army, ARNG, and USAR provide
operating and generating forces to support the National Mili-
tary Strategy and Army commitments worldwide.

The Army will ensure that the total force is organized, trained,
sustained, equipped, and employed to support combatant com-
mander requirements.

As appropriate, the Army will integrate AC and RC forces and
capabilities at the tactical level (divisionand below). Integration
includes, butisnotlimited to, predeploymentcollective training
of tactical-level organizations, including those routinely deploy-
ing as multicomponent forces.

Army commands and Army servicecomponentcommands will
ensure that the procedures and processes for validating the pre-
deploymentreadiness of assigned forces are uniform for ACand
RC units and soldiers. Army commanders will be responsible
for certification of personnel readiness and individual training.
Standards for qualification and professional development will
be the same for AC and RC personnel.

The Army will streamline the voluntary and involuntary call to
active duty of RC personnel and units.

The Army’s equipping strategy will ensure that procurement
and equipping processes enable the total force to perform Army
missions.

The Army will employ an integrated personnel management
and pay system that contains standardized business processes
and authoritative data for military personnel, enabling access
to secure and reliable data. Personnel policies shall incorporate
total force values and facilitate continuum of service and joint
opportunities (McHugh, 2012).
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In addition to establishing total force policy, Army Directive

2012-08 required five implementation actions to amend and use exist-
ing Army Regulations (ARs), Army publications, and otherauthorities
tohelpachievethetotal force. The fiveimplementationactionsare:

1

Amend AR 71-11 (Department of the Army, 1995) to include
an annual analysis of force structure options, including the mix
of operating and generating force capabilities between the AC
and RCs, for the Secretary of the Army to consider and approve
in support of the Army’s future force and to meet Secretary of
Defense planning objectives. In conjunction with this require-
ment, the ASA (M&RA), in coordination with the Deputy
Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7, must report any military capabilities
that are insufficient either in numbers or type to achieve Secre-
tary of Defense planning objectives. The Secretary of the Army
and Chief of Staff, Army, must also annually approve the Army
Program Objective Memorandum Force.

Amend AR 525-29 (Department of the Army, 2011) to direct
thatavailable forces (missionand surge) are prepared to deploy
as integrated expeditionary forces in accordance with Global
Force Management requirements. The amended regulation must
require the ASA (M&RA), in coordination with the Deputy
Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7, to develop a common set of standards
and procedures for the validation of readiness. To the maxi-
mum extent possible under security conditions and combatant
commander requirements, the Army also must use a common
deployment cycle for named operations to facilitate integration
of ACand RC forces. The Secretary of the Army must approve
the common deployment cycle, and the Chief of Staff, Army
must provide advice on such plans and implement them once
approved.

Amend AR500-5 (Department of the Army, 2015b) and the
Army Mobilization Operations, Planning and Execution
System. The ASA (M&RA), in coordination with the Deputy
Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7, must streamline the mobilization pro-
cesstorapidly provide RCcapabilities to support the total force.
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4 Consolidate or eliminate Army publications Series 135 (Army
National Guard of the United States and Army Reserve), Series
140 (Army Reserve), Series 350 (Training), and Series 600
(Personnel-General) to conform to ATFP policy guidance. In
revising these publications, Army Directive 2012-08 requires all
three components to collaborate on development and execution
in order to capitalize on subject-matter expertise and address
component-specific needs, but is silent both on the degree of
collaboration and on the weight to be given to the components’
viewpoints.

3 Use12304b statutory authority to make greater use of the RCs.
Section 12304b of Title 10 of the U.S. Code permits the sec-
retary of a military department (subject to the availability of
funding and some other limitations) to involuntarily order RC
units to active duty to augment AC forces for preplanned mis-
sionsinsupport of combatant commands (McHugh, 2012).

Since 2012, the Army issued annual ATFP implementation guid-
ance and taskings on remaining steps needed to fully implement the
ATFP?We summarize this guidance in the sections below and in
Table 2.1. In addition to policy memoranda, the Army holds a variety
of meetings to guide the ATFP implementation process. Throughout
FY 2016, there were monthly ATFP Implementation CoCs, quarterly
two-star General Officer Steering Committees (GOSCs), quarterly
Secretary of the Army updates on ATFP implementation, and annual
ATEFP three-star GOSCs. In October 2015, the ASA (M&RA) identi-
fied completion of ATFP implementation as her number one goal for
the year ahead (Wada, 2015).

2013 ATFP Implementation Plan

On September 25, 2013, the Army issued its first memorandum on
ATFP implementation (McHugh, 2013). The 2013 implementation

3 The Army did notissueany additional ATFPimplementation guidance in 2016, butas
of this writing, it planned to issue updated guidance in 2017.



Table 2.1

DoD and Army Total Force Policy 15

Summary of ATFP Implementation Guidance

Army
Organization

Taskings from2013
Guidance

Changesin2014
Guidance

Changes in 2015
Guidance

ASA (M&RA) Establish quarterly
GOSC and submit
quarterly progress
reports to Secretary

of the Army

Establish committee
on uniform training
and readiness
oversight

Review and revise
Army policy on use
of mobilization
authority

Develop a plan
to program and
implement a
continuum of service

Deputy Chief Oversight of

of Staff, Integrated
G-1 Personnel and
Pay System—

Army (IPPS-A)
implementation

Prioritize
consolidation,
revision or
elimination of AR
Series 135, 140,and
600

Deputy Chief
of Staff,
G-3/5/7

Ensure that Army
Strategic Planning
Guidance supports
ATFP

Quarterly reports
to be approved by
GOSC

Convene annual
Principal GOSC
(3-Star/Senior
Executive Service
level)

Monitor progress
of Total Army
Training Validation,
Integrated Progress
Team

Recommend any
necessary legislative
or policy changes

Create Army
definition of

continuum of service

and implement any
related policy or
regulatory changes

Provide annual
progress update to
GOSC

Extended completion
deadline from
September 30,2014,
to December 21,
2014

Provide annual
progress report to
GOSC

Delegated to Deputy

Assistant Secretary
of the Army,
Training, Readiness,
and Mobilization,
reporting quarterly
to ASA (M&RA)

Delegated to Deputy

Assistant Secretary
of the Army,
Training, Readiness,
and Mobilization

Delegated to Deputy

Assistant Secretary
of the Army,

Military Personnel
and Quality of Life

Provide estimated

dates for initial and
full operational
capability by May
29, 2015

Extended deadline to

December 31, 2016
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Table 2.1—Continued

Army Taskings from 2013 Changes in 2014 Changes in 2015
Organization Guidance Guidance Guidance
Revise the

Department of the
Army Mobilization
Processing System

(DAMPS)
Revise ARs 71-11, Extended completion
525-29, 500-5, and deadline from
Series 350 March 31, 2014, to
June 1, 2015
Establish a
directorate to
coordinate ATFP
tasks
Incorporate
Execution Orders
(EXORDs) 042-14 and
150-08 into Army
regulations
Revise AR 71-32
Deputy Chief of Ensure that Army Provide annual
Staff, G-8 equipping guidance progress report to

complies with ATFP GOSC

plan designated Army organizations as leads for specific implementa-
tion tasks, established deadlines for completion of certain tasks, and
required formation of working groups with participation from each
component. Additionally, it required the ASA (M&RA) to submit
quarterly progress reports to the Secretary of the Army on ATFP
implementation.

The 2013 implementation plan established deadlines for the ASA
(M&RA) to take certain implementationactions. The ASA (M&RA)
was required to take the following actions no later than February 1,
2014:

1 Establish acommittee to review and (if necessary) recommend
legislative proposals and/or policy changes required to imple-
mentuniform trainingand readiness oversightand certify, vali-
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date, and confirm predeployment training and readiness of RC
forces, in compliance with the ATFP.

2 Establish a quarterly GOSC to review progress toward identi-
fied ATFP implementation tasks and identify any issues imped-
ing ATFP implementation.

3 Reviewandrevise Army policy foruseof theinvoluntaryactiva-
tion authorities in Sections 12304a and 12304b of Title 10 of
the U.S. Code (McHugh, 2013).

In addition, the ASA (M&RA) was required to develop a plan to
program and implement a continuum of service by March 31, 2014.
The identified purpose of a continuum of service was to optimize the
Army’sinvestmentinall ofits soldiers by facilitating a seamless transi-
tion among the three components and veteran status.

The Deputy Chief of Staff, G-1, was tasked with oversight of
implementation of the IPPS-A. The 2013 implementation plan also
required, no later than September 30, 2014, the Deputy Chief of Staff,
G-1, to prioritize the Army publications in Series 135, 140, and 600
to be consolidated, revised, and/or eliminated. The Deputy Chief of
Staff, G-3/5/7, wasin charge of ensuring that Army Strategic Plan-
ning Guidance supported ATEP. This oversight required development
of DAMPS templates for Sections 12304a and 12304b, issuance of
a memorandum of instruction for training DAMPS users, and revi-
sion of ARs 71-11,525-29, and 500-5 (Department of the Army, 1995,
2011,2015b)as wellas Army publication Series 350 (Training) tocon-
form with ATFP requirements and policies. The Deputy Chief of Staff,
G-8, wastasked with coordinating with ASA (M&RA), other Army
headquarters staff, the National Guard Bureau (NGB), and OCAR to
ensure that Army equipping guidance complies with ATFP require-
ments, senior leader priorities, governing regulations, and Army fiscal
constraints.

The 2013 implementation plan required all lead Army organi-
zations to coordinate their tasks with subject-matter experts from all
three components in order to capitalize on their expertise and cap-
ture the needs of each component. The Chief, NGB, and Chief, Army
Reserve, were charged with designation of their components’ subject-
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matter experts. As with Army Directive 2012-08, the 2013 implemen-
tation plan was silent on the level of collaboration and weight given to
the respective components’ viewpoints.

2014 ATFP Implementation Plan
Issued on October 16, 2014, the 2014 implementation plan superseded
the 2013 guidance and adjusted the tasks of the leading Army organi-
zations (McHugh, 2014). The 2014 implementation plan maintained
the original tasks and coordination requirements, butitadded specific
reporting requirements and revised deadlines for task completion.
Although the 2014 implementation plan did not alter the ASA
(M&RA)'’s obligation to provide quarterly progress reports, it added
the requirement that submission of those reports and management of
suspension dates would be done upon recommendation by the ATFP
GOSC. Additional ASA (M&RA) tasks included:

* monitoring the progress of the Total Army Training Validation,
Integrated Progress Team

* recommending any necessary legislative proposals or policy
changes to ensure uniform Training and Readiness Oversight
implementationand processes for certifying, validating, and con-
firming the predeployment training and readiness of RC forces

* convening an annual Principal GOSC (3-Star/Senior Executive
Service level) to review ATFP implementation progress on tasks
in both Army Directive 2012-08 and implementation memo-
randa and identify any issues impeding ATFP implementation

* creating an Army definition for continuum of service and imple-
mentation of any policy and regulatory changes incorporating
this definition (McHugh, 2014).

The revised tasks of the Deputy Chief of Staff, G1, included con-
tinued oversight of IPPS-A and prioritization of regulations requiring
revision or elimination within Series 135 (Army National Guard of
the United States and Army Reserve), 140 (Army Reserve), and 600
(Personnel — General). G-1's IPPS-A oversight included providing the
ATFP GOSC with an annual progress update on the program and
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its functional milestones. Further IPPS-A progress included release of
Increment I: “Trusted Database with Reporting Capabilities” and full
deployment of a standardized Soldier Record Brief for the Total Force.
Although the 2013 implementation plan also had tasked the G-1 with
prioritizing the Army publications for revision, the completion dead-
line was moved back by three months.

The Deputy Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7, remained in charge of ensur-
ing that the Army Strategic Planning Guidance supported the ATFP
and revising Army regulations. The 2014 implementation plan added
therequirement of providing an annual progress report on Army Stra-
tegic Planning Guidance and Army regulation revision milestones to
the ATFP GOSC. The 2014 implementation plan also pushed back
the G-3/5/7's Army regulation revision deadlines by 14 months, from
March31,2014, toJune1,2015. The Deputy Chief of Staff, G-8, was
tasked with providingannual updates on Army equipping guidance to
the ATFP GOSC.

Original coordination requirements within the 2013 implemen-
tation plan required lead organizations to coordinate their tasks with
subject matter experts from all three components. Appointment of
ARNG and USAR subject matter experts remained within the pur-
view of the Chief, NGB, and Chief, Army Reserve, respectively. How-
ever, the2014implementation plan added requirements for the Deputy
Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7 to appoint subject-matter experts to work at
the CoClevel and to establish a directorate as the primary office for
coordination of all G-3/5/7 tasks applicable to ATFP (McHugh, 2014).

2015 ATFP Implementation Plan

Unlike the 2014 implementation plan, the 2015 ATFP implementation
guidance did notsupersede previous ATFP implementation guidance.
Instead, it further revised existing implementation guidance to enable
lead organizations to manage suspense dates on tasks and required
monthly status updates to the ATFP CoC, quarterly updates to the
ATEFP 2-Star GOSC, and annual updates to the ATFP 3-Star GOSC.
The 2015 implementation plan also shifted some responsibilities from
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the ASA (M&RA) level to Deputy Assistant Secretaries of the Army.
Deadlines on completion of tasks were pushed back, especially those
related to prioritization and revision of existing Army regulations and
other Army publications previously identified in Army Directive 2012-
08 and other implementationguidance.

The Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army, Training, Readi-
ness, and Mobilization, became responsible for convening an annual
ATFP 3-Star GOSC and quarterly ATFP 2-Star GOSC. Additional
requirements included: (1) quarterly ATFP implementation progress
reports to ASA (M&RA) toinform his/ her quarterly updates to the
Secretary of the Army, (2) management of suspension dates on tasks,
(3) status updates and recommendations to the ATFP 2-star and ATFP
3-star GOSCs, and (4) monitoring of the progress of the Total Army
Training Validationtask, including submission of any required legisla-
tive proposals or policy changes.

The Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army, Military Person-
nel and Quality of Life, became responsible for developing an Army
continuum of service initiative to achieve: (1) development of the ASA
(M&RA) definition of continuum of service, (2) development and pre-
sentation of a formal problem statement for Army continuum of ser-
vice, (3) development and presentation of a recommended course of
action for implementation of Army continuum of service, and (4) upon
approval of any course of action by the ASA (M&RA), implementation
of any legislative, policy, and institutional changes necessary to incor-
porate the Army continuum of service principles.

The Deputy Chief of Staff, G-1, remained responsible for oversight
of IPPS-A implementation and updates on milestones achieved. The
2015implementation plan also added the requirement that the Deputy
Chief of Staff, G-1, provide the ASA (M&RA) with estimated dates
for IPPS-A initial operational capability and full operational capability
no later than May 29,2015.The deadline prioritization of Army pub-
lications requiring consolidation, revision, and/ or elimination within
Series 135,140, and 600 was pushed back again, to December 31,
2016.

The Deputy Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7, remained responsible for
ensuring that the annual Army Strategic Plan complies with ATFP.



DoD and Army Total Force Policy 21

Additional responsibilities included: (1) codification of the directives
within EXORD 042-14 and EXORD 150-08 into existing Army reg-
ulations, (2) revision of AR 71-32 (Department of the Army, 1997),
(3) revision of AR 525-29 to incorporate the Army’s new force genera-
tion policy, and (4) review and revision of Army publication Series 350
to ensure compliance with ATFP.

National Commission on the Future of the Army

Shortly after the ATFP was introduced in September 2012, the Army
faced more severe budget constraints than had been expected due to
the drawdown of operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. The Budget
Control Act of 2011 and subsequent caps on defense spending that
were imposed by sequestration beginning in 2013 put pressure on
DoD and the Army to reduce costs while maintaining the capability
tomeet ongoing missions. From FY 2010to FY 2015, the Army’s base
budget fell by 14 percent, and itreduced its AC end strength from more
than 560,000 to 490,000 (NCFA, 2016, pp. 39, 122-123). In Octo-
ber 2013, the Army proposed an Aviation Restructuring Initiative that
would have retired aging Kiowa helicopters and transferred all Apache
helicopters from the ARNG to the AC, with estimated savings of
$1 billion annually. The U.S. Government Accountability Office
(GAO) reported that the NGB was opposed to the transfer of the
Apache helicopters (GAO, 2015). Bureau officials said that this action
would “degrade the Army National Guard’s role as a combat reserve,
establish a precedent for removing other combat capabilities from the
Army National Guard, and disrupt Army National Guard units and
force structure across 20 states.”*

In May 2014, Senators Patrick Leahy and Lindsey Graham intro-
duced abill toestablisha National Commission onthe Future of the

4 For more information on the establishment of the NCFA, see Feickert, 2016; Dunn,
2015; and Henry, 2015. Feickert also suggests that the decision to establish the NCFA was
influenced by the perceived success of two previous commissions, the 2014 National Com-
mission on the Structure of the Air Force and the 2015 Military Compensation and Retire-
ment Modernization Commission.
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Army, which became part of the National Defense Authorization Act
for FY 2015. Their reasoning was as follows:

The Army’s budget for Fiscal Year 2015 sets a path toward major,
irreversible changes to Army capacity and capability, particularly
in the Army National Guard and Army Reserves that cannot be
ignored by the Congress... The changes would alsorender the
Nation’s operational reserve insufficient in its ability to retain
gains in experience and readiness that the reserve has achieved
over a decade of continuous deployment. Most dramatically,
these changes would transfer all of the National Guard's AH-64
Apaches to the active component, leaving the Nation withoutany
combat reserves for one of the aircraft most essential to ground
operations (U.S. Senate, 2014).

Congress directed the NCFA to conduct a comprehensive study of
thesizeand force mixture of the ACand RCs of the Army, taking into
account “anticipated mission requirements for the Army at acceptable
levelsofnationalriskand inamanner consistentwithavailableresources
and anticipated future resources.” Congress also directed the Commis-
sion to study the proposed transfer of the Apache helicopters and to
report its findings and recommendations no later than February 1, 2016
(NCFA, 2016, pp. 14, 107-109).

The NCFA published its final report onJanuary 28,2016, which
included a detailed discussion of its findings and 63 recommendations
for the Army, DoD, Congress, and the President. Many cover the same
issues as the ATFP, such as manning, equipping, training, and readi-
ness of the total force.

Summary

This chapter has charted the evolution of the Total Force Policy and
how the Army has attempted to implement that policy. It reveals the
difficultissues that must be overcome and the steps that must be taken
to overcome them; many of these steps have important resource impli-
cations. Italsoshowsthatevolvingtoatotal forceisnotjustamatter
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of policy, directives, and resources, but involves reconciling fundamen-
tally different views of the roles and missions of the components.
In the next chapter, we review the Army’s implementation of the
ATFP, based on both objective indicators and interviews with subject-
matter experts from the Army’s AC and RCs. We also discuss related
NCFA recommendations and their relationships to the ATFP.






CHAPTER THREE

ATFP Implementation Within DOTMLPF Functions

Aswediscussed in the previous chapter, the Army has deliberatelylaid
out a series of initiatives and tasks intended to further the creation of
the Total Force and has regularly examined progress on these efforts.
Moreover, the NCFA hasrecommended anumber of changes toaccom-
plishthesameends. Thischapter providesanindependentlookatthese
effortsand gives atleast preliminary assessments of whether these ini-
tiatives and recommended actions are likely to achieve the desired
effects. It is organized according to the DOTMLPF framework, with
an additional section on mobilization (thus DOTMMLPF). Each sec-
tion begins with tasks specifically identified in the ATFP and related
recommendations from the NCFA.!Next, we discuss the status of
those recommendations in subsections labeled “What's Being Done,”
based on our literature review, interviews, and available metrics. In
some cases, existing initiatives predated the ATFP but are being con-
tinued “in the spirit of ATFP.” In other cases, NCFA recommendations
entail more-specific actions intended to move the Army toward the
goal of a more integrated total force. Next, we summarize obstacles to
integration, as expressed by various stakeholders we interviewed, and
additional steps the Army could take. We conclude by sketching out
what needs to be done to move forward.

1 Wedonotattempt toclassify all NCFA recommendations, only those thatappear to be

related to ATEP objectives. In particular, we do not discuss recommendations related to the
transfer of Apache attack helicopters from the ARNG to the AC.

25
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Doctrine

The first element of DOTMMLPF refers to doctrine. In joint terminol-
ogy, the doctrine function refers to “Fundamental principles by which
the military forces or elements thereof guide their actions in support
of national objectives” (Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 2015,
p. A-1) In this case, that function is performed by the Army field man-
uals, regulations, and directives that give formal shape to the programs
and principles included in the ATFP.

The ATEFP specifically mentions several ARs that should be
changed, as follows:

* Amend AR71-11 (Department of the Army, 1995) toinclude an
annual analysis of force structure options and the mix of oper-
ating and generating force capabilities between the AC and RC
and to require the Army to report any military capabilities that
are insufficient in numbers or type to meet Secretary of Defense
planning objectives for the total force.

* Amend AR525-29 (Department of the Army, 2011)todirect that
available forces (mission force and surge force) are prepared to
deploy as integrated expeditionary forces and to require a common
set of standards and procedures for the validation of readiness.
The Army shall use a common deployment cycle to facilitate the
integration of AC and RC forces in support of operations.

* Amend AR 500-5 (Department of the Army, 2015b) to conform
with the ATFP and to streamline the mobilization process to rap-
idly provide RCcapabilities to perform Army missions.

* Consolidate or eliminate Army publications Series 135 (Army
National Guard and Army Reserve), Series 140 (Army Reserve),
Series 350 (Training), and Series 600 (Personnel-General) to con-
form with ATFP guidance. All components will collaborate in
the development, administration, and execution of publications
(McHugh, 2012b).

The NCFA also made several recommendations related to changes
in strategic and budget guidance and Army regulations:
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Recommendation 13: The President should revise strategic and

budget guidance based on changes in the security environment.

DoD should use this revised guidance as the basis for revising

its planning guidance, and the Army should adjust its structure,

readiness, and modernization plans accordingly.?

* Recommendation 47: The Army should reduce mandatory train-
ing prescribed in AR 350-1 (Army Training and Leader Devel-
opment). Changes should include developing a formal process
forreviewing mandatory training requirements annually, giving
localcommanders morelatitude onthe frequency and duration of
some requirements, and converting the RCs from anannual cycle
to a two-year cycle.

* Recommendation 61: The Army should codify the delegation of
authority from the chief of the NGB to the director of the Army
National Guard for force structure allocation among the states,
territories, and the District of Columbia in AR 71-32.

* Recommendation 62: The Army should codify in AR 71-32 the

existing ARNG Force Program Review process as the formal way

to manage change in the ARNG (NCFA, 2016).

What’s Being Done
To determine the status of required regulatory changes, we reviewed
the dates of the most-recent versions of the listed regulations posted on
the Army Publishing Directorate (APD) website (undated). For those
that had been changed since 2012, we also examined the summary
of changes made since the previous version. In addition, we obtained
information on the status of NCFA recommendations from briefings
developed by the NCFA CoC. The status of AR changes is summa-
rized in Table 3.1.

As Table 3.1 indicates, relatively few of the required regulatory
changes listed in the ATFP had been completed as of October 2016.

2 The commission expressed a concern that the current guidance does not account for

changes in the security environment, including the rise of Islamic State of Iraq and the
Levantand Russianactionsin Crimea, Ukraine, and Syria. Thus, the Army’s planned total
force may lack key capabilities and capacity to meet or deter some potential threats (NCFA,
2016, p. 52).
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Table 3.1

AR Changes Since 2012

Required Action

Dates Last Modified

Status

Amend AR 71-11

Amend AR 500-5

Amend AR 525-29

Consolidate/eliminate
Series 135 (Army
National Guard and
Reserve)

Consolidate/eliminate
Series 140 (Army
Reserve)

Consolidate/eliminate
Series 350 (Training)

Reduce mandatory
training requirements
in AR 350-1

Consolidate/eliminate
Series 600 (Personnel)

AmendAR71-32

December 29, 1995

April 16, 2015

March 14, 2011

20 publications,

4 updated*

(Dates range from
February 15, 1984, to
March 14, 2016)

10 publications,

2 updated*

(Dates range from
August 1, 1984, to March
21, 2016)

16 publications,

5 updated*

(Dates range from March
15, 1987, to October 6,
2015)

Review of training
requirements initiated in
FY 2015; AR 350-1 update
scheduled December
2016

42 publications,

13 updated* (Dates
range from July 1, 1978,
to September 14, 2016)

Secretary of the Army
approved changes in
June2016,butcurrent
regulation dated July 1,
2013

Not completed

Not completed (Revision
does not address ATFP
requirements)

Not completed

Not completed (Revisions
do not address ATFP
requirements)

Not completed

Partially completed

Not completed

Partially completed

Not completed

SOURCE: APD, undated.

NOTE: Bold text indicates changes related to NCFA recommendations.
* Most changes are not specifically related to ATFP.

One interviewee told us that, in some cases, the organizational propo-
nents of the regulations determined that no changes were needed to



ATFP Implementation Within DOTMLPF Functions 29

conform to the ATFP, but we were not able to find any documentation
of these decisions.

Obstacles to Integration

Whether Army doctrineis “total force friendly” involves multiple per-
spectives. First, one can assess the process of writing, reviewing, and
approvingdoctrine.Second, onecanassess the degree towhich compo-
nents have separate regulations and policy documents for the same pro-
cesses. Finally, one can review the text of documents that are intended
to speak to all three components and judge whether they dosoina way
that promotes total force principles and objectives.

In our interviews with ATFP stakeholders, some RC partici-
pants reported satisfaction with their input into rewriting some regu-
lations, but minimal involvement in rewriting others. In some cases,
they reported that proponents were resistant to incorporating RC-
recommended changes. One of the challenges in documenting this
involvement, as much for those inside the Army as for outside observ-
ers, is the lack of transparency in the particular mechanics for review-
ing proposed regulations. The staffing process is not fully automated,
which means one needs to see a scanned or printed review form to
know whichindividual responded onbehalf of a given office. Depend-
ing on how the office assigns the task, not only may it be answered by
someone without deep experience on RC issues, but it also might not
even be evident who was the action officer. The lack of an automated
staffing system makes it difficult for higher-level reviewers, such as the
regulation sponsor or the APD, to see who has reviewed the changes.
In some cases, the APD has had to pull back published regulations
because they were not fully staffed by all components.

Oneinterviewee noted that the ATFP requirement to consolidate
or eliminate component-specific regulations may be as important as
modifying Army-wide regulations. More than the other components,
the ARNG continues to maintain some regulations specific to its own
units and personnel, in some cases because the proponents of Army-
wide regulations are reluctant to incorporate ARNG-specific items.

In addition, stakeholders from all three components said that,
evenif all therequired regulation and policy changes are made, Army
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cultureand practices mustalsochange toincrease trustand integration
between the components. Forexample, the NCFA noted that

A cultural divide exists between the components . . . Some of that
is good, healthy unit pride and esprit de corps; unfortunately,
some of that is the result of a long-standing —and, the Commis-
sioncontends, outdated — prejudiceregarding theskillsand dedi-
cationof onecomponentover the others. These differencesamong
the components continue to be manifested in a wide range of
administrative policies and traditional practices, from promotion
standards and training opportunities to personnel management
and human resources stove piping. These work against developing
one Army (NCFA, 2016, pp. 59-60).

Moving Forward

The Army should assess the status of each regulatory change required
by the ATFP and identify reasons why changes have not yet been
made. Proponents should indicate remaining steps in the review and
approval process that need to be completed and set a firm timeline
to publish remaining regulatory changes. Successive versions of the
ATFP implementation guidance indicate that timelines for completed
changes set in the past have been extended. If a proponent has deter-
mined that changes are not necessary to meet ATFP requirements,
it should inform the ASA (M&RA) of its determination in writing
and request an exception to the guidance to amend, consolidate, or
eliminate as prescribed by the ATFP and subsequent implementation
memorandums.

Assuming that the Army will continue to have three components
for the foreseeable future, some doctrine and regulations may need to
be specific to each. However, the goal should be to eliminate unneces-
sary distinctions between componentsand obstacles tointegration that
hinder the components from working together as a total force. As the
Army continuously updatesits doctrineand regulations, itshould look
for additional opportunities, beyond the regulations specified in the
ATFP, to promote integration.
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Inaddition to changes in doctrine and regulations, strategic com-
munications from senior leaders can help break down cultural barriers
between components and facilitate bureaucratic changes that need to
be made. For example, when Mark Milley was appointed as Chief of
Staff of the Army, he made a commitment to work more closely with
the National Guard and the Army Reserve to improve their readiness.
Hehasalsoendorsed thefindingsand recommendations of theNCFA 2

Organization

The second part of DOTMMLPF is organization —i.e., force struc-
ture. Force structure presents one of the most problematic areas for
total force integration. Most other areas are generally subjective —
culture, equity, and changing processes to increase efficiency or improve
support to all components. Organization is relentlessly objective —
Modified Tables of Organization and Equipment (MTOEs) are either
single- or multiple-component. Chains of command run to either an
ACcommander oran RCone. And because the Army goes towaras
organizations, ithasacomplexorganizational design process toensure
thatits organizations have thecapability toaccomplish the Army’s mis-
sion and are affordable, supportable and sustainable (U.S. Army War
College, 2015, pp. 3-20-3-21).

Regarding organization, the ATFP simply states that, “As appro-
priate, the Army will integrate AC and RC forces and capabilities at
the tactical level (division and below), consistent with the Secretary of
Defense’s policies for use of the Total Force.” The NCFA made several
more-specific organizational recommendations, with a goal of increasing
the number of positions designated for multicomponent use and sub-
stantially increasing the incentives forservice in multicomponentunits:*

5 See, for example, Greenhill, 2015, and Freedberg, 2016.

4 Inthestrictestsense, itcan beargued thatamulticomponent unitis one with personnel

from more than one component on a single authorization document that trains and deploys
together. However, in this report we use the term more broadly as defined by the NCFA:
“multicomponent units . . . have members and organizations from the Regular Army along
with members and organizations of the Army National Guard or Army Reserve” (NCFA,
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* Recommendation 27: The Army should review and assess officer
and noncommissioned officer (NCO) positions from all compo-
nents for potential designation as integrated positions, to foster
a total force culture and expand knowledge about other compo-
nents.

* Recommendation 32: The Army should continue using multi-
component units and training partnerships to improve total force
integration and overall Army effectiveness.

* Recommendation 33: The Army should add goals for future use
of multicomponent units and related initiatives to the FY 2017
ATFP Implementation Guidance.

* Recommendation 34: The Army should develop a pilot program
totestmulticomponentapproachesinitsaviation units.

* Recommendation 48: The Army should resource First Army’s
ARNG and USAR active guard and reserve (AGR) positions
at the aggregate manning level provided for each component
(NCFA, 2016).

While some of these recommendations could also be considered
to be related to “personnel” or “training” policies, we will address ini-
tiatives related to multicomponent units and positions in this section.

What’s Being Done

The Army has several initiatives to move its organizations toward the
goals articulated in the ATFP. Multicomponent units make up one of
theseinitiatives, including the Associated Units Pilot Program (AUPP),
the Corps and Division Multicomponent Headquarters program, and
other multicomponent sustainment and support units. In this section,
wealso discuss the status of NCFA recommendations related to multi-
component positions and resourcing of First Army positions.

AUPP
The AUPP pairs ACunits with ARNG and USAR units totrain together
and, potentially, deploy together. Itis similar to some past total force

2016, p. 67). In other words, this definition does not specify arequirement for soldiersina
multicomponent unit to be on the same authorization document.
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initiatives, such as the Cold War Roundout Program, which designated
ARNG maneuver brigades as one of the three combat brigades in sev-
eral ACdivisions. The AUPP took shape in 2015 and was implemented
by Acting Secretary of the Army Patrick Murphy’s 2016 memorandum,
which set out the definitions of the program and identified the units to
be involved in the pilot program (Figure 3.1). The program primarily
involves brigade combat teams (BCTs) but also includes some engineer,
quartermaster, and transportation units (Murphy, 2016).

While the ultimate aim of the AUPPis presumably to field a multi-
component unit for operations, that aspect of the program is barely
discussed in the 2016 memorandum. The memorandum focuses on the
nature of the peacetime administrative control of the associated units,
shared between the “gaining headquarters” and “controlling headquar-
ters.” The memorandum gives the following authorities to the gaining
unit commander:

* approving the training program of the associated unit
* reviewing readiness reports

' assessing resource requirements
.

validating compatibility; this is the authority that moves farthest
fromtheestablished conceptof ACcommanders simply assessing
readiness and resourcing, as it specifies that compatibility will be
assessed using “integrated training exercises” (Murphy, 2016).5

Figure 3.1 illustrates how the program works at three levels:
brigade, battalion, and company. For example, at the top of the left
columnofthefigure, the48thInfantry BCT fromthe Georgia ARNG
is associated with the 3rd Infantry Division located at Fort Stewart,
Georgia. In the next-to-last row of the middle column, Task Force 1-28
of the3rd Infantry Divisionis associated with the 48th Infantry BCT
from the Georgia ARNG. If an RCbattalionis associated withan AC

5  However, it echoes language from Section 1131 of the Army National Guard Combat
Readiness Reform Act (Title XI of the National Defense Authorization Act for FY 1993,
commonly referred to as “Title XI”), which states that the commander of the associated
active duty unit shall be responsible for validating the compatibility of the RC unit with
active duty forces (Pint et al., 2015, pp. 85-86).
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BCT, the BCT commander approves the training of the RC unit. If
an AC battalion is associated with an RC brigade, the RC commander
approvesthe training schedule of the ACbattalion. The higher-level unit
commander assesses the compatibility and capability of the lower-eche-
lonunit. Additionally,asmallnumber of ACofficersand NCOs goto
the RC unit and vice versa.

The memorandum is inconsistent in its specification of authorities
and responsibilities given to ACand RC commanders. In some places,
itspecifies thatauthorities orresponsibilities are given only to ACcom-
manders, whilein other placesitexplicitly states that the same authori-
tiesapply to gaining unitcommanders, regardless of component. Addi-
tionally, public announcements about the program have noted that
associated units will wear the uniform patches of the gaining head-
quarters, butsuch details are notspecified in the memorandum.

Obstacles to AUPP Implementation

One issue to consider is whether the program has been successfully
implemented. Many of the initial steps for this pilot program have
been taken, including the memorandum cited above and the passage
of responsibility for the program from DAMO-FM to DAMO-OD.
However, as of July 1,2016, none of the units scheduled for inclusion
inthe AUPPhad been documented as moving to the designated higher
unit (within the FMS web platform, the website of the Army Force
Management system, which documents and authorizes the personnel
and equipment resources required to for Army operations [U.S. Army
Force Management Support Agency, undated]).

A second question is whether the pilot program has been imple-
mented inaway that promotes the total force. As of this writing, itis
too early tojudge the effect of the pilot program on total force integra-
tion. However, as the outlines of the program have become evident,
we gathered initial thoughts from various stakeholders and observers
about the likely impact of this program on its own terms.

* AcommonconcernamongRCleadersisthelack of resources ded-
icated to the AUPP, especially considering the distances between
some of the units involved (shown in Figure 3.1). To highlight the
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most challenging example, it is one thing to task the commander
of the 173rd BCT in Vicenza, Italy, with assessing the compat-
ibility of his European battalions with the 1-143rd infantry bat-
talion in Texas, but if the Texas National Guard has only enough
annual training funds to send that battalion 250 miles from home
station, itis hard to see how that responsibility will be met.

* The Army Reserve’s 100th Battalion, 442nd Infantry Regiment,
originally intended to be associated with the 25th Infantry Divi-
sion (both are headquartered in Hawaii), has been removed from
the program. While this particular association relationship could
reasonably seem to be challenged by the dispersion of both units,
the USAR did not advocate removing the battalion, which sug-
gests this was an AC-driven change to the initial plan.c Addition-
ally, while distances between units were a particularly high hurdle
in this case, they will be an obstacle in most cases of such AC-RC
pairings.

* One obstacle to leveraging this pilot program is the lack of an
experimental design in its execution. Our interviews with stake-
holders confirmed that units were not selected for inclusion using
factors that would allow for rigorous analysis of the potential
impacts of the program. For example, while two USAR units are
associated to Regular Army (RA) commands, no RA units are
associated to USAR commands, limiting the program’s ability
to generate generalizable findings about the range of association
options.

As noted above, the current AUPP is similar to past initiatives to
integrate AC and RC forces over the decades. The essential premise of
these programs has been that, if the Army is structured so a deploying
unit knows it will be made up of AC and RC components, the staff and
subunitswillhavea vested interestin training together, evaluating read-
iness holistically, and ensuring effective operations on the ground.By

6 While many USAR and ARNG units are geographically dispersed at the brigade, bat-

talion, and evencompany levels, RA unitsare used tobeing collocated at thebrigadelevel
and below. This situation might be an example of cultural differences between the ACand
the RCs as well as logistical and funding challenges.
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being identified in advance as partners in the higher unit, subunits will
also have increased opportunities to train together, test interoperability
of equipment and procedures, and build interpersonal relationships.

The history of these efforts has been well documented and sheds
light on theissues involved in carrying out the AUPP.”For example,
the CAPSTONE program, launched in 1979, was intended to align
RC units with the AC or other RC units with which they would likely
be employed in wartime. Three years later, a GAO report found that
many RC units had neither been contacted by their wartime gaining
commands nor received training and planning guidance (GAO, 1982).
The Round-Out Strategy, which designated ARNG maneuver brigades
as one of the three combat brigades in several AC divisions, was put to
the test in Operation Desert Storm. In August 1990, AC brigades were
substituted for the ARNG round-out brigades that were supposed to
deploy with the 1st Cavalry and 24th Infantry Divisions. Three round-
out brigades were activated later in 1990, but required 90 or more days
of postmobilization training, which was not completed until after the
cease-fire with Iraq. As a result, Congress passed Title XI. Among its
provisions was a requirement that each ARNG combat unit be associ-
ated with an AC combat unit whose commander would have similar
authorities to those described in the AUPP. By 1997, the role of the
ACunitsinsupporting the training of their associated RC units was
transferred to First and Fifth Army, thus attenuating the connection
between the AC and RC units.

In contrast, the U.S. Air Force has a more successful history of
associating ACand RCunits going back to the 1960s £Initially, these
associations followed the pattern of matching a parent unit from one
component with a subordinate unit from another. In the early 2000s,
the Air Force began to experiment with integrated associate units —
blended units thatincluded both ACand RC members. A few years
later, this initiative was expanded as part of the Total Force Integration
concept. In these blended units, one component has principal respon-
sibility for a weapon system or systems, which it shares with a unit

7 See, for example, Pint et al. (2015, pp. 7-15).
8 See Schnaubelt et al. (2017).
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from another component, and each unit retains command authority
over its own forces and separate organizational structures. In 2014, the
National Commission on the Structure of the Air Force recommended
that the Air Force increase the number of associate units to the extent
that most units have an associate relationship with an element from
another component, and to create a single, integrated chain of com-
mand forassociate units, called an Integrated Wing or “i-Wing.”

Some of the factors contributing to the success of Air Force asso-
ciate units are:

* The Air Force has published an Air Force Policy Directive and
Air Force Instruction on Total Force Integration and established
a governance structure including a Chief of Total Force Integra-
tion under the Director of Strategic Plans in A-8. In recent years,
it has developed more-detailed guidance, including templates and
worksheets for preliminary documentation of associated units.

* Each unit association has an integration plan, developed at the
major command level, that explains the purpose of the proposed
association, the major command requirement it supports, how it
supports the major command’s long-range plan to integrate the
force, and benefits to be achieved by the integration. It is supple-
mented by supporting documents that describe how the associ-
ated units will work together on a day-to-day basis.

* Because the personnel within associated units are under the com-
mand and disciplinary authority of their unit commander and
respective chain of command, the Air Force developed anew con-
ceptcalled Operational Direction, which enables commanders to
assign tasks, designate objectives, and give authoritative direction
to forces not administratively assigned to them.

* Air Force units often do not deploy intact, and active duty tours
arerelatively short for RC personnel (e.g., a 120-day rotation may
be split between three or four reservists for 30 or 40 days each). As
aresult, the typical associated unit is able to provide an AC unit
with anavailable supply of RC personnel for relatively short acti-
vations, while sharing capital-intensive weapon systems between
units (Schnaubelt et al., 2017).
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While it may not be feasible for the Army to fully emulate the Air
Force’s model (because of differences in the way its forces are employed),
there may be opportunities to share expensive systems across compo-
nents, particularly in aviation units. The Army might also be able to
learn from the Air Force’s experience in developing policy and guid-
ance, as well its documentation of integration plans and supporting
agreements and its concept of Operational Direction.

Corps and Division Multicomponent Headquarters Program

The Multicomponent Headquarters program is another example of a
recent program designed to integrate AC and RC soldiers into multi-
component units. Itbegan with two pilot programs at the corps and
division levels in 2015. Under the corps headquarters pilot, the USAR
provides 56 soldiers to be organic to the staff and colocated with the
XVIII Airborne Corps headquarters at Fort Bragg. The Division head-
quarters pilot integrates 123 ARNG soldiers located in Utah and Wis-
consin with the 101st Airborne Division headquarters, along with five
USAR soldiers colocated with the division at Fort Campbell. It has
since been expanded to develop RC augmentation for the remaining
corps and division headquarters (NCFA Operation Subcommittee,
2015). The RC portion of the headquarters is called a Main Command
Post Operational Detachment (MCP-OD).

The two pilot programs are governed by memoranda of agree-
mentspecifying theauthorities, roles, responsibilities, and operational
procedures between the FORSCOM commander and the Chief of the
Army Reserve (in the case of the corps headquarters pilot) and among
the FORSCOM commander, USARC commander, ARNG director,
and the adjutants general of the Wisconsin and Utah National Guard
(forthe division headquarters pilot). Notably, these agreements specify
how RC personnel will be evaluated and establish an expectation of
53-54 involuntary training days for RC personnel, plus an additional
28 days of voluntary training to achieve the 81-day training require-
ment for the corps headquarters pilot (FORSCOM, 2015and 2016a).’

9 According to the memoranda of agreement, soldiers who are unwilling to perform the

additional days of duty will not be assigned to these units, and should they become unwilling
after assignment, they will be reassigned.
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The Multicomponent Headquarters program was also designed
to compensate for earlier reductions in the size of headquarters orga-
nizations. According to our interview subjects, the origin of the pro-
gramwasintheFocus AreaReview Group of2012, whichled toDoD
guidance to reduce authorizations in all two-star headquarters by
20 percent; the Army changed this to a 25-percent reduction. This deci-
sion directly affected the ARNG because its division structure is the
same as the AC. It was not only a reduction in total positions, but also
a grade-plate reduction (downgrading a position from major to cap-
tain, forexample). Strength fora division staff was cut from the high
600s to around 500 spaces. Following these decisions, TRADOC con-
cluded that the new division headquarters organization was too small
and began looking for ways to regain capacity. The decision was made
to create a second “AA”-level unit identification code, with separate
chains of command and reporting requirements. In general, Division
MCP-ODs were to be sourced in the ARNG and corps MCP-ODs in
the USAR.

Obstacles to Corps and Division Multicomponent Headquarters
Program Implementation

Avariety of obstacles affect the implementation of the multicomponent
headquarters program. According to our interviewees, the USAR had
two major concerns with this plan.

* The USAR was adamant on the need for a MCP-OD to have a
commander, a G3 section, an organic supply section, etc."This
position was overruled, so the unit is largely a collection of pieces
to be plugged into a corps structure.

0 The USAR’s reasoning was that it does not have organizations like the ARNG's state

Joint Force Headquarters to provide administrative support. Its units” daily administrative
functions are performed by functional unitstructure (as in the 377th Theater Sustainment
Command, for example). The USAR would have to burden other organizations, such as the
76th Operational Response Command, to provide administrative support to the MCP-OD.
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* The USAR also called for three MCP-ODs for each supported
corps headquarters, to allow for rotational support.!' This request
was eventually dropped in exchange for a concession on another
force structure issue, but it raises the question whether these RC
detachments will need to be on the same readiness cycle as the
rest of the associated ACheadquarters.

Another potential difficulty is finding locations with enough
senior personnel available for assignment to the MCP-ODs and will-
ing to commit to an expanded number of training days. For example,
the Hawaii National Guard said it could not support the MCP-OD
associated with the 25th Infantry Division, so the mission was passed
tothe USAR. The USAR feels that it can staff the unit, but U.S. Army
Pacific thinks the limitations of geography will impede its ability to
find the required personnel. This problem is not unique to the Hawaii
unit. There have been other adjustments in alignments, as with MCP-
ODs in Illinois and Wisconsin being assigned to support the 101stand
10th Divisions. A separate issue arose with the 2nd Infantry Division,
which stated that it did not need an RC MCP-OD because it had
an equivalent force in host-nation support personnel assigned to the
headquarters.

Anadditional concernis that there remains a lack of doctrine and
operating concept for this new structure. For example, the memoran-
dum of agreement for the division headquarters pilot does not specify
how the ARNG soldiers who are not colocated will train with the rest
of the unit. As Chief of Staff of the Army, Raymond T.Odierno pro-
vided refined guidance that MCP-ODs would provide the structure to
ensure there is an AC expeditionary command post with early entry
capabilities and utilize the RC for the main command post, both to
provide reach-back support and depth at the home-station location
and to deploy with the headquarters if the entire element is required
(NCFA Operation Subcommittee, 2015). This is a plausible approach
in that corps headquarters recently have deployed not as a whole but

' The ARNG did notraisethisissue, becauseithad nospacesto offer asbillpayers for the
additional units.
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with sections going “forward” while a considerable part of the head-
quarters remains at home station. However, this approach raises ques-
tions about how the units will train. For example, would the MCP-OD
go with the headquarters for its Battle Command Training Program
and/or the trainup for it?2

This question is particularly relevant because, without doctrine
and an operating concept, it is hard to develop standards by which a
MCP-OD will be evaluated for readiness. One interview subject sug-
gested that this might come from the Mission Command Center at
Fort Leavenworth.

Other Multicomponent Structures

The Army also has a number of other multicomponent MTOE units, as
shown in Table 3.2. Unlike the AUPP and the multicomponent head-
quarters programs, these units combine ACand RCsoldiers onasingle
authorization document for a unit that trains and deploys together. As
of FY 2017, these units have a total of 9,238 ACand RC personnel,
which accounts for just under 1 percent of total Army end strength.
Aviation units account for 42 percent of personnel in multicomponent
units (measured by thenumber of authorized personnel), the division/
corps headquarters discussed above account for another 14 percent,
and 15 percent are in logistics headquarters. The remaining 29 per-
cent are spread among a range of branches, including Military Intelli-
gence, Engineers, Space, Signal, Maneuver Enhancement, Information
Operations, Acquisition, Medical, and Adjutant General. In Table 3.2,
we group these multicomponent units by their Standard Requirements
Code and provide information on the number of soldiers required by
their authorization documents and the number of units of each Stan-
dard Requirements Code type.

One example of newly created multicomponent aviation units is
apilotprogramstarted in October 2015to attach asmall group of AC
and RC pilots to existing fixed-wing aerial intelligence, surveillance
and reconnaissance battalions at Fort Bliss and Hunter Army Airfield

2 A possible precedent for MCP-ODs are Army Reserve Elements, which are designed to
augment combatant commands and other headquarters organizations and DoD agencies.
See, for example, U.S. Army Reserve (undated) and Randolph (2014).
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Table 3.2

Multicomponent MTOE Units

Unit Type Soldiers Required Number of Units
Aviation 3,841 6
Engineers 459 1
Medical 188 1
Signal 360 2
Adjutant General 84 1
Military Intelligence 532 7
Maneuver Enhancement 255 1
Space 408 3
Corps Headquarters 675 1
Information Operations 240 3
Logistics Headquarters 1,372 3
He_avy Division (Division/ 608 1
Brigade Headquarters)

Acquisition 216 9
Total 9,238 39

SOURCE: U.S. Army Force Management Support Agency, undated, and NCFA, 2016.

NOTE: Table 3.2. does not include RC logistics companies that are “aligned” but
not “assigned” to AC sustainment commands. These units have their own MTOEs,
whereas the other multicomponent units in the table have one authorization
document.

(Judson, 2016). Pooling AC and RC pilots to fly a small number of
high-demand aircraft is helping to meet a near-constant need in the-
ater. Italso allows the Army to increase capability without increasing
the number of aircraft and other equipment it owns, similar to the Air
Force’s associated units program discussed above.

The NCFA (2016, p. 68) cites the 100th Missile Defense Bri-
gade, based in Colorado Springs, Colorado, as an example of both
the strengths and challenges of multicomponent units and thus the
issues to be dealt with in carrying out the ATFP. The brigade com-
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mands a battalion in Alaska and a detachment in California. The bri-
gade’sheadquarters and headquarters battery have a multicomponent
MTOE, with approximately 85 percent of the soldiers in the ARNG
and 15 percent in the RA. Its sole subordinate unit, the 49th Missile
Defense Battalion (Ground-Based Midcourse Defense) is completely
ARNG.

The brigade has met all readiness requirements, including
assigned strength, but interviewees noted that challenges have included
lifecycle career management for ARNG personnel with limited pro-
motion opportunities within the brigade headquarters and the bat-
talion because of the specialized skills required by these units. Vir-
tually all of the ARNG soldiers assigned to the brigade are full-time
AGRs, ineitheraTitle10or Title32status. Itsfiring crewsand leader-
ship in the “kill chain” must possess the T3 additional skill identifier,
which qualifies them to operate the Ground-Based Midcourse Defense
System. The 100th Missile Defense Brigade (including the 49th
Missile Defense Battalion) isthe only U.S. Army unitwithan MTOE
that has positions requiring the T3 additional skill identifier (Bailey
and Crane, 2014). According to some RA officers, additional chal-
lenges are posed because the states retain Uniform Code of Military
Justice authority for ARNG soldiers when in a Title 32 status. Alaska
did not enact a version of the Uniform Code of Military Justice into
state law until August 7, 2016.

The Army also has some multicomponent Table of Distribution
and Allowances organizations, such as First Army and U.S. Army
Human Resources Command. These two organizations face different
types of integration challenges. First Army is currently undergoing a
major reorganization, known as Bold Shift II, to shift its primary mis-
sion focus from supporting postmobilization training of RC units for
operationsinIraqand Afghanistan back to its former role of providing
premobilization training support. As of 2013, First Army was autho-
rized approximately 3,300 ACsoldiers under Title XI, as well as 400
USAR and 200 ARNG full-time AGR positions (Pint etal., 2015, pp.
68-69). However, there have been some problems ensuring that these
positionsarefilled. The NCFA (2016) reports that the USAR was fill-
ingabout80 percent of its authorized positions, butthe ARNG was
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onlyfillingabout16 percentin FY 2014. Hence, itrecommended that
the Army fully resource First Army’s AGR positions. The Army has
postponed changesin AGRassignments untilaformalsstaffing study of
First Army’s requirements is made in FY 2019, after the Bold Shift ini-
tiatives have been implemented. In the meantime, the NGB is working
with FORSCOM to identify an interim solution, such as using Active
Duty for Operational Support to increase the number of assigned per-
sonnel (NCFA CoC, 2016).

The consolidation of the ACand USAR human resource com-
mands into one HRC headquarters at Fort Knox, Kentucky, isa case
study in structure change—probably the biggest multicomponent
structure the Army has created to date. As such, it merits study for
what it may reveal about the challenges in such actions. In theory, one
might have expected the command to integrate components through-
out the structure —i.e., creating a single office for managing all RA/
USAR nurses, for example, filled by a mix of RA, USAR, and civil-
ian personnel. In practice, the organization remains significantly seg-
mented into AC and USAR divisions and branches, with each manag-
ing its own forces. We discuss the effects of HRC consolidation on the
function of personnel management in greater detail below.

Obstacles to Implementing Other Multicomponent Structures

Oneof the biggest philosophical challenges in terms of total force orga-
nization is the balance between creating support organizations that
serve all three components and allowing separate offices to focus ona
specific AC, ARNG, or USAR “customer” or perspective. While this
can be seen most dramatically in the merger of AC and USAR per-
sonnel commands, it has been seen throughout the Army. Each com-
ponent has had, now or at some point, its own offices for legislative
affairs, public affairs, recruiting, marketing, installation management,
training management, operational planning, etc. Periodically, thereare
efforts to consolidate them in the name of efficiency, but RCinterview-
eesargued that, in some cases, the combined organization ignored the
interests of the RCs and used the manpower gained in the merger not
for RC-related tasks but to support the total Army (and, implicitly,
the ACmost of all). While this would seem to be another case of the
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bureaucratic competition common to all large organizations, it also
seems to raise deeper questions of Army culture. For example, is there
away to eliminate theaccumulated layers of bias and mistrust to reach
a point where an AC officer supporting an RC initiative, or vice versa,
would not only know as much about it as an officer from that compo-
nent would, but would also be as effective an advocate? Or are there
fundamental differences between the components that require separate
supporting organizations?

Standardizing Organization Designs

Interview subjects in the ARNG gave the opinion that post-9/11
deployments placed a premium on standardizing units across compo-
nents so they could more easily follow each other in meeting over-
seas rotational missions. These interviewees were concerned that, as the
deployment pace declined, the longer-term tendency to allow diver-
gence in MTOEs would reassert itself.

However, standard organization designs can have a negative
impact on the RCsin some cases, particularly when changes are driven
not by doctrine or common equipment but by AC-specific issues. As
noted above, the reductions in corps and division staff were not driven
solely by assessment of workload and requirements, but a desire to trans-
fer authorizations to other units. In the case of the ARNG, headquarters
organizations may have served a human resource-management func-
tion by providing positions for field grade officers and senior NCOs
who otherwise would run out of promotion opportunities and would
either stagnate inlower-ranking positions or be lost to the state’sGuard
force. Force structure changes driven by one component’s manning or
equipping concerns will always run the risk of negatively affecting the
other components.

While not directly affecting total force culture, maintaining the
expectation that similar units share acommon organization does sup-
port their equal utilization in operations.

Moving Forward
Because most of these programs have just recently been implemented,
itis too early to say whether associated units and other types of multi-
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component units will successfully increase total force integration or
fail due to the same difficulties as past initiatives. New organizational
structures may not be fully tested until more multicomponent units
facea deployment. If an AC-flagged multicomponent unitis deployed,
will the RC portion or individual RC personnel be ready to deploy
with it? If additional peacetime RC training days are needed to main-
tain readiness (as seems to be the case with the MCP-ODs), could these
demands harm RC retention because of conflicts with civilian employ-
ment, education programs and/ or family obligations? It will be impor-
tant for the Army to develop goals and metrics for its pilot programs
so thatit can evaluate their effects and adjust policies and practices
as necessary to meet those goals. Based on these evaluations, future
actions could include making the pilot program arrangements perma-
nent, expanding the program to new units of the same or other types,
or creating, testing, and implementing other organizational options
that will promote the ATFP goals in different ways.

Training

The third part of DOTMMLPF is training. As with the doctrine
function, we break slightly with the customary definition of training
and here focus on collective training and readiness: i.e., the process
of developing units from home station, through ranges, training cen-
ters, and exercises, to mobilization platforms and the point of deploy-
ment. Individual training is considered in the Leadership and Educa-
tion function.

Most readers will be familiar with the long, contentious history of
this process. Reserve forces are built on the premise that, with enough
training, RCunitsand individuals canreach thereadinesslevel needed
to deploy alongside regular forces. How long it will take to achieve
the required level of readiness and how to resource and manage these
RC elements before deployment has been the challenge and has often
been the source of concerns, accusations, and acrimony among the
components.
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The ATEP states that integration of ACand RC forces will include
some predeployment collective training of tactical-level organizations,
including those that will routinely deploy as multicomponent forces
(such as sustainment brigades and other multifunctional support bri-
gades). Italsorequires Army commands and Army service component
commands to ensure that the procedures and processes for validating
the predeploymentreadiness of assigned forces are uniform for ACand
RC units and soldiers.

The NCFA made two recommendations related to collective
training:

* Recommendation45: The Army should implement the Objective-
Tmethodology forassessing the progression of training readiness
and revise readiness reporting using the quantifiable criteria.

* Recommendation 46: The Army should increase the number of
annual rotations for ARNG BCTs at combat training centers
without decreasing the number of AC BCT rotations (NCFA,
2016).

What’s Being Done

In this section, we review several initiatives related to ATFP directives
and NCFA recommendations on collective training, including the
Total Force Partnership Program (TFPP), participation of RC units
in combat training center (CTC) rotations and other multicomponent
training exercises, a new Army EXORD on validating predeployment
readiness, and implementation of the Objective-T methodology for
assessing training readiness.

Total Force Partnership Program

The TFPP was established by FORSCOM in December 2013. Under
theprogram, alleight ARNG divisionheadquarters are partnered with
an AC corps headquarters, and all RC brigades and higher-level units
are partnered with like-designed AC brigades based on geographic
location. First Army is responsible for integrating RC forces into major
collective training exercises and facilitating other partnership training
opportunities (Barrows, 2016; Vergun, 2016). However, our interview-
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eesindicated thatnoadditional funding is provided for transportation
of AC or RC units to multicomponent training exercises.

The draft ATFP guidance for FY 2017 (Office of the ASA
[M&RA], 2016, p. 3) tasks FORSCOM to “seek opportunities to
expand the FORSCOM developed and led TFPP in areas where it
improves readiness and AC-RC interoperability.” These partnerships
differ from the structural approaches discussed above (such as the
AUPP) in that they involve larger numbers of units and are explicitly
informal relationships,’*”and not intended to be prescriptive, disrup-
tive or replace existing relationships.” The guidance further manages
expectations by noting “Partnered units should take the opportunity
of training together when and where able; it is understood that units
will not be able to conduct partnered training at all events.” How-
ever, the informal nature of these partnerships may make them more
difficult to document and assess than more formal, multicomponent
organizations.

Wefound some anecdotal evidence that these partnerships seem
tobe moving ahead. Vergun (2016) highlights the participation of a
California National Guard battalion and an AC unit from Fort Hood
in partnered training at the USAR’s Camp Roberts and Fort Hunter
Liggett. The NCFA Operation Subcommittee (2015) also cites a part-
nership training exercise held by the Mississippi National Guard’s
155th Armored BCT and the 3rd Brigade, 1st Cavalry Division at
Camp Shelby. First Army has organized two Multiechelon Integrated
Brigade Training exercises for ARNG BCTs that did not geta CTC
rotation during training year three of their readiness cycle. These exer-
cises also incorporated AC units as the opposing force and the USAR’s
75th Training Command, as well as additional ARNG and USAR
units (Marlow, 2015; Howlett, 2016).

Interviewees mentioned the USAR’s Nationwide Move program as
a way to reduce the costs of transporting equipment to multicomponent

B Tan(2016)indicates thatthe AUPP takes selected partnershipsastep farther by adding
training and readiness authorities and responsibilities and prioritizing resources. Guard and
Reserve units included in the pilot may conduct up to 15additional days of training each
year. The Army plans to test the AUPP concept for three years and decide whether to imple-
ment it more broadly in 2019.
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training exercises. Under this program, USAR transportation compa-
nies move equipment for other units as a functional training exercise,
which provides them with realistic training as well as saving on com-
mercial transportation costs for the supported units. (See Price, 2015;
Ochoa, 2016). Other initiatives to reduce transportationcosts include
multicomponent vehicle loans and stationing equipment sets at train-
ingcenters, whichwediscussingreaterdetailinthesectiononmateriel.

Our interviews brought up other examples of partnerships that
may not be included in the TFPP but that could contribute to its goals,
such as when a sustainment command from Joint Base Dix-Lakehurst-
Maguire participated in RC exercises, or when a commander and
command sergeant major from the 82nd Airborne Division provided
coaching and mentoring to RCunits.

Combat Training Center Participation

Starting in the 1980s, the Army’s CTCs (located at Fort Irwin, California,
and Fort Polk, Louisiana) have been established as the cornerstone of
Army collective training, and they have become an essential part of
the predeployment training process for combat arms units going to
Afghanistan and Iraq, when time permitted. They have also been one
of the more problematic venues for Total Army integration, owing to
their specific geographic locations, limited capacity for trainee units,
and lengthy training rotations. The Army recognizes this challenge,
specifyinginthe FY 2017 draft ATFPimplementation guidance that

EAB [echelonsabovebrigade] supportand sustainment elements
for each CTCrotation will be multicomponent, and heavily dom-
inated by the RCbased on our force structure and available fund-
ing. FORSCOM, the ARNG and USAR will seek to optimize
AC-RCintegration at CTC and CTC-like exercises whenever
possible and where it maximizes readiness and supports sustain-
able cross-component familiarity, interoperability and integration
(Office of the ASA [M&RA], 2016).

We examined the FY 2016 rotation schedule at the National

Training Center (NTC) toidentify reserve units that participated in
ACand ARNG BCT rotations, shown in Table 3.3. Wefound that at
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least one RC engineer or logistics unit participated in each ACBCT
rotation, while the ARNG BCT rotation also included an ARNG
opposing force and aviation units. A second ARNG BCT rotation was
added to the NTC schedule for FY 2018, in accordance with NCFA

recommendation 46.

Pre-Employment Training Validation

The ATFPrequires the Army to establish uniform procedures and pro-
cesses for validating the predeployment readiness of AC and RC units
and soldiers. In January 2014, the Army published a new execution
order (EXORD 042-14) on the Certification, Confirmation, and Vali-

Table 3.3
RC Participation in FY 2016 NTC Rotations

Month

RC Units

October 2015

November 2015
January 2016
February 2016

April 2016

May 2016

June 2016
(ARNG BCT)

August 2016

September 2016

Headquarters and Headquarters Company, 1297th Combat
Sustainment Support Battalion (Maryland ARNG)

387th Engineer Company (USAR)
649th Engineer Company (California ARNG)
323rd Engineer Company (USAR)

444th Engineer Company (USAR); 746th Combat
Sustainment Support Battalion (California ARNG)

883rd Engineer Company (North Carolina ARNG); 428th
Engineer Company (USAR); 687th Combat Sustainment
Support Battalion (USAR)

1-285th Attack Reconnaissance Battalion (Arizona ARNG); 1-
135th Attack Reconnaissance Battalion (Missouri ARNG);
174th Mobility Augmentation Company (South Carolina
ARNG); 850th Engineer Company (Minnesota ARNG); 630th
Combat Sustainment Support Battalion (North Carolina
ARNG)

OPFOR: 1-144th Field Artillery Battalion (California ARNG);
2-135th Infantry Battalion (Minnesota ARNG)

171st Engineer Company (North Carolina ARNG); 375th
Combat Sustainment Support Battalion (USAR)

818th Engineer Company (North Dakota ARNG); 450th
Engineer Company (USAR); 176th Combat Sustainment
Support Battalion (Tennessee ARNG)

SOURCE: NTC, 2016.
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dation Process for Employing Army Forces (Active Component and
Reserve Component) (Headquarters, Department of the Army, 2014).
The EXORD states that unitcommanders (atthe company level and
above) certify that their units are trained to standard and capable of
executing the deploymentmission, whether operational orfor training.
The first O-6 (colonel) in the chain of command (or first general officer
foremployments defined as entailing highrisk or sensitivity) isrespon-
sible for confirming the unit’s readiness to execute the mission. For
Army conventional forces in the continental United States that are not
assigned to a combatant command, FORSCOM is responsible for vali-
dating the readiness of those forces for federal active duty. FORSCOM
delegates its validation authority to First Army for RC units, accord-
ing to interviewees at First Army (NCFA Force Generation Subcomit-
tee, 2015). For Army forces assigned toan Army Service Component
Command, the Army Service Component Command commander is
responsibleforvalidating thereadiness of those forces for federal active
duty employment.™*Validation is required for all active-duty opera-
tional missions, including homeland operations, designated contin-
gency force packages, and preplanned federal missions under 12304b
mobilization authority. Validation is not required for employments
thatare principally for training, unless designated as high risk or sensi-
tive by the requesting command.

Objective-T Methodology for Training Readiness

The NCFA recommended that the Army should implement the
Objective-T methodology for assessing the progression of training
readiness and revise readiness reporting using the quantifiable crite-
ria. As the Army transitions from more than a decade of preparing
forces for counterinsurgency operations, itis shifting its training focus
to prepare units for the entire range of Decisive Action tasks insupport
of Unified Land Operations. It is also developing more objective and
uniform readiness standards to assess and report training readiness,
known as “Objective-T” (U.S. Army Chief of Staff, 2016). Under this

% Notethatalthough EXORD 042-14 does notexplicitly distinguish between ACand RC
units, the term “federal active duty employment” seems to refer to RC units.
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initiative, the Army is developing standardized Mission Essential Task
Lists for all types of units at company level and above, as well as task
proficiency standards and task proficiency criteria that unit leaders will
use when evaluating unit proficiency ona task. Toachieve the highest
proficiency ratings, Fully Trained (T) or Trained (T-), units need to
have at least 80 percent of authorized unit personnel and 85 percent
of leaders present at training (for a rating of T) or 75-84 percent of
leaders present (for a rating of T-), as well as an external evaluation
of the training exercise by the commander two levels above the unit
(FORSCOM, 2016b).

As of August 2016, the Army was in the process of adapting its
training and readiness reporting systems to implement Objective-T.
RA units were scheduled to begin reporting monthly training readi-
ness using the Object-T methodology in March 2017,and USAR and
ARNG units tobegin quarterly reporting in April 2017 (NCFA CoC,
2016).

Obstacles to Integration

The stakeholders we interviewed noted some concerns about the Army’s
implementation of collective training initiatives, including a focus on
BCTs, lack of additional funding to transport units to multicomponent
training exercises, and the process for validating units foremployment.

BCT-Focused Planning

Some interviewees mentioned that programs such as TFPP, as well as
the current process for planning and resourcing training, tend to focus
on BCTs, which puts USAR units at a disadvantage. The Army has
training centers and well-defined training programs for BCTs. The
USAR, which has almost no combat arms units, has defined training
programs for enabler and sustaining units, which could be adopted
Army-wide. The Army should ensure that multicomponent training
exercises designed for BCTs also incorporate sustaining units.

Transportation Funding

One of the most commonly mentioned obstacles to effective multi-
component training is a lack of funding for transportation. In the
interest of efficiency, the default is often for units to conduct training
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at their home station when possible, or at the closest feasible location.
Almost by definition, multicomponent training requires either AC or
RCunits (or both) to travel longer distances. For example, AC units
generally have adequate ranges and maneuver space to conduct train-
ing at their home installation, or receive funds specifically to conduct
training at one of the CTCs, which are on ACinstallations. Funding
for travel to an RC training site, even if itis a partner or associated unit,
is not generally provided.

Conversely, even though the CTCs have the capacity to include
EAB or enabler units in ACrotations, no additional funding is pro-
vided for RC units to participate in these critical training events. Inter-
viewees told us that RC units are only funded for a 502-mile round
trip to attend training events, with very few units within 251 miles
of major sites such as Fort Irwin, California, or Fort Polk, Louisiana.
Another complicating factor is that RCinstallations are funded to sup-
port planned RC training on them, so if acommander moved an RC
exercise to an AC installation to improve AC-RC integration, the RC
installation would lose funding. In addition, RC units typically plan
training events 18 months in advance, but AC units may sometimes
plan as little as six months in advance, so it can be difficult to integrate
these plans and line up the necessary resources.

Thischallengeillustratesacommon obstacle to total forceintegra-
tion: The necessary doctrines and policies may be in place to allow —
and even encourage —multicomponent training, but the Army must
also make changes to its business practices to provide the necessary
funding.

Training Validation

Some stakeholders we interviewed thought that reaching cross-component
agreement on EXORD 042-14 was a success story for total force inte-
gration, but others, particularly in the National Guard, expressed the
concern that differences in validation processes persisted. They asserted
that RC units had to be validated by an external organization (First
Army), whereas AC units could be validated by their own chain of
command. For the processes to be truly equivalent, either RC units
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should be validated by their own chain of command, or AC units
should be validated by external organizations.

Moving Forward

Although it may be difficult in the current budget environment, the
Army should consider allocating more transportation funding to
support multicomponent training. Innovative solutions, such as the
Nationwide Move program, multicomponent vehicle loans, and posi-
tioning equipmentattraining centers, could alsoreduce transportation
costs. However, even if equipment transportation costs are reduced,
soldiers will need to travel to the training location. The Army should
also ensure that enabler and support units are included in TFPP and
other multicomponent training opportunities. A key challenge to over-
come may be the difference in training planning cycles between the
AC—which generally operates on a quarterly training cycle —and the
RCs—which generally operates on a yearly training cycle. In sum, RC
units generally require greater notification time to planand budget for
major collective training events.

Funding for collective training opportunities will also be needed
tosupport the AUPP, if commanders are to be able to validate the com-
patibility of RCassociated units through integrated training exercises.
The challenge seems to be identifying multicomponent training as a
value that can be weighed against the additional cost of transporting
units to more-distant trainingsites.

Mobilization

The fourth part of our DOTMMLPF framework is mobilization.
Although mobilization is not considered one of the DOTMLPF
domains, itis animportantissue for RC units that is addressed by both
the ATFP and the NCFA report. Therefore, we discuss it in this sec-
tion. Before discussing the specific ATFP policies and NCFA recom-
mendations, we provide some background information on the mobili-
zation process.
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The need to mobilize large numbers of RC service members for
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan exposed problems with DoD’sand
the Army’s mobilization processes. GAO (2003) found that, because
existing operation plans did not adequately address the mobilization
requirements needed to deal with terrorist attacks in the United States
and uncertain overseas deployments, DoD began using a modified
mobilization process that relied on additional management oversight
and multiple layers of coordination. This process was slower and less
efficient than the traditional process of synchronized mobilizations and
deployments based on existing operation plans. At the time, the Army
did not have a standard operating cycle for RC units, and many low-
priority units were mobilized with relatively little advance notice. In
addition, information systems were unable to track the readiness of
personnel and other resources within the small units that were fre-
quently needed to deploy.®

The Commission on the National Guard and Reserve (2008,
pp. 238-241) found that the mobilization process was still too slow and
cumbersome because of the large number of organizations involved
and the numerous document packets needed to make a mobilization
request and recommended that the service secretaries be allowed to
exercise their statutory authority to conduct the functions of mobiliz-
ing and demobilizing their respective forces.

DoD revised its Directive 1235.10 in November 2008 to update
policy and guidance for mobilizing the RCs. It set a standard of 90
days from mobilization approval to mobilization date, with a goal of
180 days, and notification of RC units up to 24 months prior to the
mobilization date. It also set a maximum involuntary mobilization
period of one year ata time and a planning objective of one year mobi-

b Asecond GAOreport (2004) found that the Army was notable o efficiently executeits
mobilization and demobilization plans because of outdated assumptions. Specifically, the
plans assumed that (1) active forces would deploy away from mobilization and demobiliza-
tion sites before reserve forces arrived, and (2) specialized RC support units would be able to
provide medical, training, logistics, and processing support during mobilization and demo-
bilization. In practice, some active forces had not deployed away from the mobilization sites,
50 RC units had to be diverted to other locations, and because the RC support units could
not be involuntarily mobilized more than 24 months under existing legal authority, the
Army began to replace them with civilians and contractors.
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lized to five years of dwell time. DoDI1235.12, was revised in February
2010 to streamline the RC alert/ mobilization decision process in order
to ensure a standardized approach that enhances the timely release of
orders. Among other things, it delegated authority to the service secre-
taries to approve alert/ mobilization requests for involuntary mobiliza-
tions under certain conditions'¢and for all voluntary mobilizations.

The National Defense Authorization Act for FY 2012 created a
new mobilization authority in Section 12304b of Title 10. It allows the
service secretaries to involuntarily mobilize up to 60,000 RC person-
nel at any one time for a maximum of 365 days. To use this author-
ity, the services are required to detail manpower and costs in budget
materials submitted to Congress, including the intended missions and
length of activation periods, so that the funding can be approved in the
programming cycle atleast two yearsinadvance of the intended mobi-
lization (Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense, Reserve Affairs,
2014).v

Within this context, the ATFP makes two policy statements
related to mobilization:

1 Streamline the voluntary and involuntary mobilization of RC
personnel and units to rapidly expand and sustain Total Army
capabilities.

2 Use the mobilization authority in 10 U.S.C. 12304b, which
allows the Secretary of the Army to order RC units to active
duty under certain conditions (McHugh, 2012b).

The NCFA also made four related recommendations:

1 These conditions are (1) the mobilizations are of conventional forces; (2) the mobilization
period is less than or equal to 12 months; (3) the individual or unit mobilization-to-dwell
ratio is greater than or equal to one to four; (4) the individual or unit has been given 180
or more days between mobilization order approval and mobilization date; and (5) the unit
iscommanded by an officer in the grade of O-5 or below, or the deploying force consists of
personnel not being deployed as part of a unit.

7" DoDI1235.12 was subsequently revised in June 2016 to incorporate and cancel DoDD
1235.10 and to address the new mobilization authority in 10 U.S.C. 12304b.
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1. Recommendation 29: Congress should expand 12304b author-
ity to include operational requirements that emerge within the
programmed timeline, including the year of execution.

2. Recommendation 30: The Army should budget and Congress
should authorize and fund atleast 3,000 person-years annually
for12304b utilization. DoD should also provide for the use of
Overseas Contingency Operations and supplemental funding
for RC utilization under 12304b.

3. Recommendation 31:DoD should relax the one-yearlimit on
mobilizations to achieve common boots-on-the-ground periods
for all components.

4. Recommendation 49: DoD should conduct a comprehensive
review of the nation’s ability to mobilize its existing reserves as
well as its preparedness for the potential of national mobiliza-
tion (NCFA, 2016).

What’s Being Done

Interviewees did not mention streamlining the mobilization process
asasalientissue, soweexamined changes madeto AR500-5 (Army
Mobilization) in 2015 and the Army’s progress in developing an auto-
mated mobilization processing system. AR 500-5 does not specifically
mention any efforts to streamline the mobilization process, but it pro-
vides for an Army Mobility Review CoC and periodic General Offi-
cer Mobilization Reviews to identify and resolve mobilization-related
issues. It designates FORSCOM as the responsible agent for the mobi-
lization, deployment, redeployment, and demobilization of RC units
inthe continental United States and directs FORSCOM, TRADOC,
U.S. Army Materiel Command, and the Army Service Component
Commands to prepare mobilization and demobilization plans (Depart-
ment of the Army, 2015b).

After the terrorist attacks of September 2001, the Army began
developing DAMPS, whichelectronically processes and tracks mobili-
zation request packets through all necessary approval levels and stages,
enabling the rapid issuance of mobilization orders and improving the
Army’s ability to account for and track units and individuals through-
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out the mobilization process. One of its modules, DAMPS-U, pro-
ducesand maintains First Army unitmobilization orders. These orders
provide the funding and authority for the mobilized unit to move from
home station to the mobilization station. After the DAMPS-U order is
issued, other commands can issue the individual mobilization orders
for the members of the unit. Other modules produce and maintain the
individual orders for RC soldiers on Contingency Operations-Active
Duty for Operational Support tours and allow commands to advertise
activeduty opportunitiesand soldiers tovolunteerfor these opportuni-
ties (U.S. Army War College, 2015, p.5-12; Office of the Deputy Chief
of Staff, G-3/5/7,2008). The February 2016 update to the Secretary
of the Army on ATFP implementation indicates that new DAMPS
templates and instructions for using them were created for 10 U.S.C.
12304a and 12304b mobilization authorities (Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of the Army, Training, Readiness, and Mobilization, 2016, slide
8).1

The ATFP directed the Army to make use of 12304b mobiliza-
tion authority, and the NCFA also recommended greater use of this
authority. To measure the Army’s use of 12304b mobilization author-
ity, we examined the Military Personnel, Army justification books
for the FY 2015-2017 base and Overseas Contingency Operations
(OCO) budgets.” Table 3.4 shows actual funding and person-years for
FY 2014-2015, estimated funding and person-years for FY 2016, and
requested funding and person-years for the FY 2017 base budget and
OCO budgets.?

B Ontherelated issue of duty status reform, a number of different boards and commis-
sions, including the National Commission on the Guard and Reserves, the Reserve Forces
Policy Board, and the Military Compensation and Retirement Modernization Commission,
have recommended that DoD work with Congress to reduce the number RC duty statuses
from32 to as few as six. DoD has a working group analyzing this issue. See, for example,
Reserve Forces Policy Board, 2014, p. 19; and Military Compensation and Retirement Mod-
ernization Commission, 2015, p. 4.

Y We did not find any mention of 12304b authority prior to the FY 2015 budget materials.

¥ OCO funding that is approved and executed is rolled into the prior-year actuals and esti-
mates in the base budget materials, so it cannot be separately reported.
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Table 3.4
Army Utilization of 10 U.S.C. 12304b Mobilization Authority
Base Budget OCO Budget
FY
FY FY 2016 FY FY FY FY
2014 2015 (esti- 201/ 2015 2016 2017/
(actual) (actual) mate) (request) (request) (request) (request)

12304b S11 $90 $173 $182 $1.051 $901 $1.060
Funding million million million million billion million billion
Person- 139 973 1,826 1,878 11,362 10,107 11,124
years

SOURCES: Department of the Army, 2014, 2015a, 2016a; DoD, 2014b, 2015, 2016a.

AsTable3.4indicates, the Army has been ramping up toward uti-
lization of 3,000 person-years of 12304b mobilization authority annu-
allyinitsbasebudget. NCFA CoC (2016)indicates that the Armyhas
included 3,000 person-years in its Program Objective Memorandum
for 2018-2022. The preplanned missions named in the base budgets
include U.S Northern Command air defense and chemical, biologi-
cal, radiological, nuclear, and explosives response missions; U.S. Africa
Command counterterrorism partnerships; U.S. Central Command
and U.S. European Command peacekeeping support; U.S. Southern
Command stability operations; and theater security cooperation for
US. Africa Command, U.S. Central Command, U.S. European Com-
mand, U.S. Southern Command and U.S. Special Operations Com-
mand. However, thebudget materials donotreport which missions the
RC personnel actually supported.

The Army apparently requested large amounts of funding related to
12304b mobilization authority in its OCO budgets for FYs 2015-2017,
butitis notclear whether this authority was actually used. In practice, it
may be impossible to measure the usage of 12304b authority by exam-
ining the mobilization orders issued. Some benefits available under 10
USC 12302arenotavailable under Section 12304b, so RC personnel
may be advised to “volunteer” for these mobilizations under 10 US.C.
12301d authority, which does include the additional benefits.” These

2 Benefits that are notavailable under 12304b include reduced agefor retirement, Post-
9/11 GI Bill credit, vocational rehabilitation, voluntary separation pay recoup protection,
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differences in benefits are a potentially contentious issue for RC service
members in all the military services, but they can only be dealt with by
Congress.

Obstacles to Integration

The NCFA report indicates that FORSCOM identified 3,000 person-
years of missions annually in FYs 2014, 2015, and 2016 that could
have met using 12304b authority,2but due to funding constraints
caused by the Budget Control Act of 2011, the Army only programmed
about one-third of this amount for 12304b missions (NCFA, 2016).
As aresult, some AC units with less than two years of dwell time per-
formed these missions, even though similar ARNG and USAR units
wereavailable. According to the NCFA report, “Off-ramp decisions to
avoid costs after scheduling Army National Guard units for deploy-
ment increased friction and, in some cases, raised suspicions between
components that other motives were in play” (NCFA, 2016, p. 66).
USAR interviewees also reported having spent a significant amount
of money to train units, only to have the deployments canceled due to
funding constraints.

Some stakeholders thought that the Army could use more RC
units to supportinternational theater security cooperation exercises at
relatively low cost. This could be achieved under 12304b authority by
combining 15 days of funding for annual training with an additional
15 days of pay from the AC or the combatant command. To their
knowledge, 12304b funding had not been used for exercises, but this
approach could meet the dual purposes of helping combatant com-
mands build partner capacity or support U.S. regional presence and
simultaneously training and employing RC forces.

premobilization TRICARE coverage, and federal civilian differential pay. One benefit that
wasadded to 12304b by the NDAA for FY 2016 is an exemption from the five-year limiton
reemployment rights under the Uniformed Services Employment and Reemployment Rights
Act0f1994. See Air Force Reserve Command Force Generation Center, 2016; and Office of
the Assistant Secretary of Defense, Reserve Affairs, 2014.

2 These missions included Kosovo peacekeeping; Multi-National Forward Observ-
ers (Sinai); the Defense Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear Response Force; and
selected theater security cooperation events.
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We also heard some concerns about other NCFA recommenda-
tions. Some interviewees thought that 12304b authority should not
be used to meet short-term demands, because RC units need adequate
time to mobilize. Others expressed conflicting views on whether the
365-day limit on RC mobilizations should be extended in order to
increase the common boots-on-the-ground time from 270 days to ten
months.

Moving Forward

Following the publication of the NCFA report, the Army appears to
be on track to increase utilization of 12304b mobilization authority.
The NCFA reported that many of the RC soldiers, employers, and
state governors who provided testimony would support greater use of
RC units to meet combatant command missions. However, all three
groups would prefer to have predictability of deployments whenever
possible (NCFA, 2016, p. 67).

As part of the implementation of the ATFP and NCFA recom-
mendations, the Army should monitor the types of operations des-
ignated for RC units under 12304b mobilization authority, and the
contributions of these missions to relieving stress on AC forces and
maintaining an operational reserve.

Materiel

The fifth part of our DOTMMLPF framework is materiel. In this
domain, the ATFP states that “The Army’s equipping strategy will
ensure that procurement and equipping processes enable the Total Force
to perform the missions of the Department of the Army” (McHugh,
2012b). The NCFA report includes some more specific recommenda-
tions regarding equipment shortages and modernization:

* Recommendation 8: The Army should provide a report to Con-
gress on tactical wheeled vehicle shortages, including the costs
and potential trade-offs for closing significant readiness gaps in
this area.
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* Recommendation 9: The Army must reassess the risk itis assum-
ing in modernization for aviation survivability; short-range air
defense; chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear equip-
ment; field artillery; and watercraft.

* Recommendation 50: The Army should provide a Predeploy-
ment Training Equipment setto Fort Bliss, Texas, foritsroleasa
Mobilization Force GenerationInstallation.

* Recommendation60: The Armyshouldimplementamoreaggres-
sive modernization program for its aviation forces (NCFA, 2016).

What’s Being Done

Unlike some of the other DOTMLPF domains, itisrelatively easy to
develop objective metrics to identify equipment shortages and measure
equipmentreadiness. The difficulty lies in determining how to allocate
scarce resources for equipment modernization across components and
types of weapon systems.

DoD produces an annual National Guard and Reserve Equip-
ment Report (NGRER) that provides an overview of RCequipment
shortagesand theservices’ equipment procurement plans for their RCs,
including the base budget (P-1R) and the National Guard and Reserve
Equipment Appropriation (NGREA). It also includes detailed appen-
dixes for the ARNG and USAR describing inventory levels relative to
requirements, average age of equipment, planned procurements, equip-
ment transfers and withdrawals, and authorized substitutes for major
types of equipment.

The NGRER for FY 2017 indicates that “Due to the impacts of
the Budget Control Act of 2011, the Department is witnessing a decline
in RC equipment procurement funding, in some cases falling back to
pre-9-11levels or even lower” (Department of Defense, 2016b). The
practice of transferring aging equipment from the AC to the RCs can
create capability and interoperability gaps between AC and RC units.
Thereportalsonotes arecent practice of labeling transferred and exist-
ing RCequipmentas “modern” whenitwas previously considered out-
dated. This practice may “suppress the demand signal to keep the RC
truly modern and compatible” (Department of Defense, 2016b, p. 1-2).
The NGRER for FY 2017 reports overall shortages of $23.9 billion in
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ARNG equipment and $8.9 billion in USAR equipment, not includ-
ing authorized substitutions (Department of Defense, 2016b, p.1-4).

Tosupplement the data available in the NGRER by major type
of equipment, we compared the equipment assigned to AC, ARNG,
and USAR units of similar types using AE2S data as of June 2016.
Figure 3.2 shows the median percentage of authorized equipment on
hand by dollar value, excluding substitutes, for pacing items and other
essential equipment (Equipment Readiness Codes P and A)*for infan-
try battalions, military police (MP) companies, and transportation
companies in each component.2The number of units of each typeis
shown above the columns.

We found that infantry battalions have similar equipping rates,
excluding substitutes, across components. However, because of differ-
encesinthedollarvalueof authorized equipmentacross differenttypes
of infantry battalions, AC infantry battalions have a median value of
$40 million in equipment, whereas ARNG and USAR infantry bat-
talions have about $34 million in equipment on hand, excluding sub-
stitutes. MP companies show the largest differences inequipping rates
across components, with the median AC unit having about 90 percent
of authorized equipmentby value, compared with about 75 percent for
the median ARNG and USAR units. Equipping rates for transpor-
tation companies were lower for all components, with ACunitsata
median of about 70 percentand RCunitsatabout 65 percent.?

We also compared equipping rates for various sub-types of MP
and transportation companies by component and looked for differ-
encesinequippingratesrelative to the Dynamic Army Resourcing Pri-

B We exclude the value of items greater than the number authorized and the value of
items whose quantities on hand, no substitutes are above the quantities on hand including
substitutes.

% One caveat to this analysis is that it does not fully reveal differences in equipment mod-
ernization across components, because in some cases, multiple national stock numbers can
beused tofill thesame authorized line item number. Those national stock numbers might
represent different generations of equipment, such as different levels of armoring or earlier
and later versions of automated systems thatare not fully compatible with each other.

5 Note that these results are consistent with the NCFA’s concerns about shortages of tacti-
cal wheeled vehicles.
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Figure 3.2
Median Percentage of Authorized Equipment on Hand, No Substitutes, by
Dollar Value
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ority List (DARPL) category of the unit. Additional results are shown
in Appendix D. We did not find much variation in equipping rates by
DARPL category, although in a few cases, units with low priorities had
much lower median equipping rates than those with higher priorities.

National Guard and Reserve Equipment Appropriation

In 1981, Congress created a separate equipment appropriation for the
RCs, called NGREA, inresponse to past ACbudget priorities. It was
intended to supplement the services” base budgets for equipment pro-
curement. Total NGREA funding added by Congress has averaged
about $1.1 billion dollars from FY 2009 through FY 2016. However,
ithasalmost doubled as a percentage of total RC procurement (from
13 percent to 24 percent) as funding for RC procurement in the base
budget has dwindled (DoD, 2016b, pp. 1-1 and 1-5). RC leaders we
interviewed for this study agreed that NGREA helps fix some of the
smaller equipment deficiencies, particularly with ARNG “critical dual
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use” equipment, which is designated to support both disaster relief/
domestic crisisresponse and national contingency operations.

Equipment Transparency

In 2008, the Commission on the National Guard and Reserves recom-
mended that the services provide increased visibility and accountability
of equipment designated for the National Guard and Reserves in their
annual budget submissions, and for tracing that equipment through
the acquisition process from procurement through delivery to units.
The Army has complied with this reporting requirement since 2009,
although it is largely a manual process because its existing databases
were not designed to link deliveries of equipment with the funding
used toresource the procurement. DoD has conducted several internal
and independentassessments of the Equipment Transparency Report.
These assessments have found gaps in the current strategy, business
model, culture, and data system and concluded that the Equipment
Transparency Reportisineffectiveat providing theintended transpar-
ency and accountability. Asaresult, DoD is working with departmen-
tal stakeholders to develop alternatives to the Equipment Transparency
Report that would provide transparency and accountability of the RC
equipping process (DoD, 2016b, p. 1-3 and p. 2-5).

Access to Modernized Equipment

Interviewees mentioned that equipment-sharing between components
for training has the potential to reduce both training and shipping
costs, whileimproving RCaccess to modernized equipment. Forexam-
ple, the USAR sent engineer equipment to Fort Bliss for ARNG and
USAR units to use for training, and the 1st Cavalry Division loaned
M1 tanks and Bradley fighting vehicles to the Mississippi National
Guard for its Multi-Echelon Integrated Brigade Training exercise on
Fort Hood. However, there can be complications because the com-
ponents receive maintenance funding based on density and usage of
equipment, and reimbursement for maintenance costs by the borrow-
ing unit to another component is cumbersome. A Fort Hood Logis-
tics Readiness Center representative said that because each party was
concerned about being held accountable for damage and other main-
tenance costs whenthey turned overaccountability, bothsides worked
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hard to identify every possible deficiency before signing for the vehicles.
Asaresult, each party made suchsignificantinvestmentsininspecting
and repairing equipment that it might have been less expensive for the
ARNG unit to bring its own equipment. There are also concerns that
equipment-sharing will lead to lower overall equipping levels across the
Army.

Another dilemma in equipment modernization is the trade-off
between sending the latest equipment to deployable units and divert-
ing some of it to training sites. While there isan obvious demand for
the former, a counterargument can be made that it is important for
schoolhouses to have the most current equipment to ensure consistent
training for all soldiers, on the assumption that, even if they report to
aunit with older technology, they are likely to see the modernized ver-
sionwhen they deploy and havea faster learning curve when time mat-
ters most. To this end, TRADOC representatives indicated that they
are trying to ensure that the training base has modernized equipment.
It does this by providing input to the distribution planning process,
articulating the need for schools offering One Army School System
(OASS) courses to be prioritized to receive modernized equipment.

Obstacles to Integration
Interviewees noted that the Army heavily relied on OCO funding to
modernize RC equipment over the past 15 years and that, with the
high operations tempo, the modernization gap between AC and RC
units shrank over that period. However, these requirements were not
incorporated into the base budget, and as OCO and acquisition fund-
ing have declined, the ARNG’s and USAR’s unfunded equipment
shortfalls are growing. USAR leaders thought that the Army needs a
more balanced investment strategy to comply with ATFP, particularly
to ensure that early-deploying enabler units have access to modern-
ized equipment. Communications equipment, where interoperability is
essential, is considered one of the most critical areas for synchronized
modernization.

In addition to acquisition funding, the RCs also need a steady
stream of funding torepair equipment thatis being handed down from
the AC, and to transport that equipment between units to address
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shortages. While the RCs can be expected to support the delivery of
modern equipment to multicomponent training centers, this may have
secondary effectsif itreduces fielding to RCMTOE units.

Stakeholders we interviewed noted that equipment transparency
(the ability to trace procurement from funding to delivery by compo-
nent)is stilla challenge. Interviewees said that equipmentintended for
the USAR is being diverted to other users (e.g., Chinook helicopters)
and that acquisition of new items has been curtailed after the AC has
been modernized but before the RC has received the items originally
intended. They also noted that the USAR lags behind the other com-
ponents in fielding plans for the Joint Light Tactical Vehicle. These
concerns reflect a deeper assumption that the USAR gets lowest pri-
ority in fielding new equipment, especially for items that also go to
combat arms units.

Interviewees stated that since the Equipping Program Element
Group is centrally managed, the USAR and ARNG do not carry much
weight in decisionmaking and have not been able to make a sufficient
case to obtain more-modern equipment. In addition, the funding pro-
cess favors BCTs, which puts the USAR ata disadvantage. As a result,
the USAR lags in obtaining modernized equipment (e.g., Joint Light
Tactical Vehicles, mission command software) to the point that many
items assigned to USAR units are on U.S. Central Command’s non-
deployable list.

NGREA was mentioned as one way the system tries to mini-
mize such gaps, butinterviewees described itas only a partial solution.
They voiced concerns that the Army cuts funding in the base budget
in anticipation of NGREA funding. There are also difficulties in effi-
ciently using NGREA as a primary funding stream because the RCs
only get NGREA funds in the year of execution, notin the Program
Objective Memorandum, making it difficult to plan for its use. RC
acquisitions also need to fit into broader Army contracts; if these con-
tracts end before the RC requirements have been met, as they did for
M915 trucks, NGREA funds cannot be used to fill in the gap.
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Moving Forward

The Army’s procurement funding is likely to remain constrained in
future years, so it will be difficult to fill modernization gaps across the
board. However, the Army could set higher priorities for early-deploying
RCunitsand measurable goals forequipping those units. Animproved
process for equipment transparency reporting would also help ensure
thatequipment designated for RCunits is eventually delivered to them.
In addition, the Army should make greater use of innovative solutions,
such as multicomponent vehicle loans and pre-positioning of modern-
ized equipment at RC training centers and schoolhouses, and estab-
lish business processes to provide funding for maintenance of shared
equipment.

To the extent that the Army sees all U.S.-based equipment as
available for training by any unit, this becomes a much broader field of
efficiencies. However, this approach would fly in the face of decades of
culture. Every tanker, artilleryman, or driver feels somesense of attach-
ment to theirassigned vehicle or piece of equipment, and thereis a logi-
cal expectation that they would take better care of equipment they plan
to go to war with. At the same time, one must question how much this
matters during actual operations, because units often fall in on pre-
positioned or theater-provided equipment rather than deploying with
their own equipment. As one observer of the Fort Hood pilot project
noted, the “ah-hah moment” for some training units might be seeing
what an unfamiliar inspector finds when they do the turn-in inspec-
tion ona hard-used vehicle. In the same way that 21st-century training
should reflect the modularity foreseen in U.S. operational doctrine,
one could argue that forces should also be equipped the way they will
fight —showing up onthe battlefield and signing outwhatever vehicles
areavailable. Creating a culture of interchangeable training sets would
help promote multicomponent training across the United States. How-
ever, this approach might require legislation (or some type of reim-
bursement mechanism) because the RA, ARNG, and USAR each have
separate appropriations for operations and maintenance. Thus, itis not
only aquestion of which componentis going to operatea particular
piece of equipment, but also which one is going to pay for fuel and
repair parts.
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Leadership and Education

The sixth part of our DOTMMLPF framework is leadership and
education. This domain goes hand in hand with both the (collective)
training and personnel functions, but focuses on tying them together
through the development of individual soldiers through formal school-
ing and sequential assignments. The ATFP simply states that “Stan-
dards for qualification and professional development will be the same
for ACand RCpersonnel.” (McHugh, 2012b). The NCFA makes sev-
eral more-specific recommendations:

* Recommendation 40: The Army should retain formal leader
development activities as a high priority for all uniformed and
civilian personnel.

* Recommendation 41: Congress should direct DoD to review
enlisted Joint Professional Military Education requirements and
determine which ones should become mandatory.

* Recommendation 42: The Army should conduct an end-to-end
review of The Army School System and report to Congress on the
efficiencies gained by consolidating under-used capacity.

* Recommendation 43: The Army should establish true regional-
ization of the Army’s school system and continue to consolidate
the infrastructure where efficiencies can be gained.

* Recommendation 44: The Army should immediately implement
theentire OASStorealize savingssooner (NCFA, 2016).

What’s Being Done

One of the signature initiatives that has been included in ATFP imple-
mentation is the OASS. Its precursor was the Total Army School
System, which sought to improve the performance and efficiency of
the Army’s school system by raising standards, improving integration
across components, and consolidating facilities.? The program cen-
tered onaregional system for RCschools. In 2009, the Army imple-

% The Army’s school system includes initial entry training; Military Occupational Spe-
cialty (MOS) reclassification training; officer, warrant officer, NCO, and Department of the
Army civilian professional development training; functional training; and education.
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mented OASS to synchronize training for all three components and to
further improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the Army’s school
system (NCFA, 2016, p. 74).

During its site visits, the NCFA found many incidents of under-
utilized training facilities and inefficient use of training dollars. Many
facilities belonging to different components are located on the same
installation or in close geographic proximity. These facilities often
offer the same courses of instruction and technical training that sol-
diers travel to other regions to attend. Though fully staffed, many of
these schools were not filled to student capacity. In addition, AC sol-
dierswere traveling to AC training facilities at other installations, even
though the required course was being taught at an RC school on or
near their home installation (NCFA, 2016, p. 75).

Unlike the prior Total Army School System, which improved the
administrative integration of the various schools, OASS focuses on
integrating the flow of soldiers to courses to make the school assign-
ment as efficient as possible. For example, an AC soldier on the West
Coast might be sent to a USAR or ARNG course in California, instead
of the traditional AC course at Fort Bragg or Fort Stewart, reducing
travel costand time away from home, while the reverse could be done
for an RCsoldier on the east coast. Implied in this effort is ensuring
that the different versions of the same course are not only equivalent
in content, but are administered in a way that allows soldiers from
all components to attend.” During interviews, TRADOC personnel
said that they are still working on gaps in the programs of instruc-
tion, which often means focusing on what is essential in order to get
soldiers back to units faster. Sometimes this includes breaking courses
into two-week blocks to facilitate RC attendance. Overall, the organi-
zation reportsitis making progress onits goal of continuing to expand
the number of soldiers trained in OASS-managed courses each year.

The OASS process begins with a site selection team choosing
course locations. TRADOC has developed a model to select the best
locations based on infrastructure, staffing, equipment, convenience,

7 For example, RC-based courses tend to run six to seven days a week to shorten total
courselength, while courses developed for the ACassumea five-day classroom week.
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and past performance. The objective results are then adjudicated with
the components to account for any subjective differences. One advan-
tage of OASSis the elimination of courses that were being taught at
less than capacity. Todate, TRADOC has eliminated about 50 per-
cent of excess capacity. The NCFA reported that the Army expects to
achieve $5 million in annual cost savings and return 77,000 training
days to operational units by FY 2018 (NCFA, 2016, p. 75).

To examine trends in cross-component attendance at Army
courses, weanalyzed ATRRS data, focusing onsoldiersininfantry bat-
talions, MP companies, and transportation companies who attended a
Basic Leader Course (BLC), an Advanced Leader Course (ALC), ora
Senior Leader Course (SLC).2We compared a three-year period prior
to the ATFP (FYs 2010-2012) with a more recent two-year period
(FYs 2014-2015) to see whether cross-component integration had
increased. Our results for BLC are shown in Figure 3.3. Each column
shows the percentage of students from one component who attended
courses run by the other two components, with AC-run courses shown
in shades of green, ARNG-run courses shown in shades of blue, and
USAR-run courses shown in shades of red.

We found that RC attendance at AC-run BLC courses had
increased inFYs2014-2015relative to FYs2010-2012, particularly for
USARsoldiersin these three unit types. However, for the most part,
ACattendance at RC schools had gone down. In part, this occurred
becausethe USARwas offering BLCinKosovoinFYs2010-2012, but
these courses were no longer available in FYs 2014-2015.2Some RC
attendanceat ACschoolsalso occurred whilesoldiers were deployed.

3 Forbranch-specific courses (ALC and SLC), we focused on the primary MOSs in each
unit type, 11B and 11C in infantry battalions, 31B and 31E in MP companies, and 88M in
transportation companies.

¥ Nevertheless, these figures indicate that increases in cross-component attendance have
occurred since 2009, when RAND researchers James C. Crowley, Michael G. Shanley,
Christina Panis, and Kristin J. Leuschner found only 22 percent integration overall, and
little ACattendance at RCschools. This unpublished research also estimated thatif all sol-
diersattended the closest training courseavailable at that time, this policy would resultin
42 percent cross-component integration.



Figure 3.3
Trends in Cross-Component Attendance at Basic Leader Course

100
90 |- .AC to AR NCOA .NG to AR NCOA .AR to NG NCOA
B ACtoNGNCOA [INGtoACNCOA [JARto AC NCOA

80 -

70 |-
o 60
[
©
€
o S0
2
9]
a 40 |-

30 |-

20 |-

10 |-

0
FY10-12|FY14-15 £Y10-12 FY14-15 FY10-12 FY14-15 FY]0-12 FY]4-15 FY1p-12 FY14-15 FY10-12 FY14+15 FY10-12 Fv14—|15 FY10-12 FY14—1lS FY10-1 FY14—15|
Infantry MP Transportation Infantry MP Transportation Infantry MP Transportation
battalions companies companies battalions companies companies battalions companies companies
AC students ARNG students USAR students

SOURCE: U.S. Army, undated-a.
NOTE: NCOA = NCO Academy.
RAND RR1958-3.3

€/ suolpung 4d7N10Q Uy uonelusws|duw] d41v



74 Review of Army Total Force Policy Implementation

Formoresenior NCOs, we found relatively little cross-component
attendance at ALCs and SLCs for either AC or RCNCO academies.
One exception is anincrease in AC attendance at ARNG-run ALCs
for infantry. Another is an increase in USAR attendance at AC-run
SLCs for MPs and truck drivers. We also found that most ARNG
MPs and truck drivers attended USAR-run ALCs and SLCsin both
FYs2010-2012and FYs2014-2015, but AC soldiers in the same MOSs
exclusively attended AC-run ALCs andSLCs.

Thus, there appears to be room for improvement in cross-
component integration of BLCs, ALCs, and SLCs. Data provided by
TRADOC indicates that AC attendance at RC-run MOS reclassifica-
tion training, ALCs, and SLCs is projected to increase from 973 sol-
diers in FY 2016 to 4,444 soldiers in FY 2019.

Obstacles to Integration

RC leaders we interviewed said that OASS has been a success story,
with some caveats. They felt that there has been good progress on stan-
dardizing programs of instruction, but some thought that the USAR
and ARNG should be more involved in decisions to expand programs
of instructionforspecific courses. Increasing course length particularly
affects the ARNG and USAR, because it increases the pay and allow-
ances needed by RC soldiers to attend these courses. Another prob-
lem has been “color of money” issues with paying instructors from one
component to teach students that primarily come from other compo-
nents. For example, there have been some issues with paying RC drill
sergeants for ten weeks of summer training because the students are
mostly AC soldiers. Overall, interviewees also said that OASS increases
contactand understanding between AC and RCsoldiers, but some
inthe ACstill have the attitude that RCschoolsaren’tas good as AC
schools.

RC leaders also expressed concerns that individual and institu-
tional training is not getting enough funding due to tight budgets.
Limited funding is available to pay for online courses and structured
self-development, so RCsoldiers must take these courses on their own

Y Detailed results are shown in Table E.1 in Appendix E.



ATFP Implementation Within DOTMLPF Functions 75

time.>'Due to tight budgets, duty MOS qualification training is the
highest priority, followed by professional military education. Relatively
little funding is available for functional training (i.e., additional skill
identifiers, such as airborne, sapper, or ranger, or special qualification
identifiers, such as drill sergeant or foreign language training), which
can be valuable to individual soldiers. In addition, there has been no
funding in recent budgets to reimburse USAR soldiers who live more
than 150 miles from their unitfor travel orlodging toattend inactive
duty training.

Total Force Leadership

Arecurring topicin our discussions with personnel from both RCs
is the critical role of leadership in setting the tone for the ATFP and
its component initiatives, and most critically the gap in representative
leadership positions. There is at least a perception that RC leaders are
generally limited to positions where they are expected to speak just for
their component, and this increases as individuals ascend the promo-
tion ladder. For example, in the integrated Human Resources Com-
mand, only six of 35 O-6 (colonel) positions are given to USAR offi-
cers. These positions are the following;:

* Inspector General

* Headquarters Commandant

* Chief, Army Reserve Officer Division

* Chief, Health Services Division, Division Support Branch
* Chief, Army Reserve Enlisted Division

* Chief, Army Personnel Records Division.

Further analysis shows a pattern that is familiar to many RC sol-
diers. The USAR colonels are well represented in the most common
occupational specialty in the headquarters — Adjutant General (three
of nine). They hold two of 11 Branch Immaterial positions, close to
the overallaverage. Butinall other specialties, they hold just one of

3L There have also been concerns that RC soldiers would no longer receive retirement points
for these courses following changes in the military retirement system.
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15positions. The clear implication is that if there is only one career-
enhancing position available, it is usually marked for an AC officer.

A counterexample has been the use of RC general officers on the
Joint Staff in the Pentagon. The Army Reserve’s floating J5 deputy
director positionhas recently included heading the offices for Political-
Military Affairs in Africa and for the Western Hemisphere, utilizing
both the specific experiences of the individuals named to those posi-
tions and the RCs” high level of support for operations in both areas of
responsibility.

Moving Forward

As the NCFA recommended, the Army should continue to implement
OASS, both to reduce excess capacity and travel costs and to increase
contact and understanding between the components. In the course of
our interviews, several individuals mentioned that one way to institu-
tionalize total force integration would be to promote integration within
the staffs of the schoolhouses. While classes may mix students from
different components, as long as the instructors come from a single
component, a “pecking order” of perceived quality among the schools
will remain. Integrating at the instructor level would ensure both
component-neutral content and academic policies and the perception
of fully equivalent instruction. It would also give schools the ability
to provide a certain amount of training as a year-round baseline and
seamlessly surge to ahigher level as requirements increased.

One issue that we were not able to address in our analysis is
whether RC soldiers are getting required leadership courses before pro-
motion, or whether promotions are being delayed because soldiers are
not able to attend required leadership courses. In some cases, ARNG
and USAR units must choose between soldiers attending schools or
annual training exercises. In addition, some courses are stretched over
ayear or more in the RC, but completed in weeks or months by AC
soldiers. More detailed analysis of ATRRS and other Army personnel
data systems would be needed to address these questions.

Multicomponent attendance at training and leadership courses
could be pursued more broadly to help break down cultural barriers
between components. For example, the Commission on the National
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Guard and Reserves recommended an increase in the number of fully
funded slotsallocated to RC officers at the National Defense University,
senior war colleges, and ten-week Joint Professional Military Education
in-residence course, and James Currie (2009) advocated that “Another
area where cultural prejudice — or perhaps just lack of information —
can be addressed [is] by incorporating material on the RCs into the cur-
riculum of the senior Service colleges.” Currie also noted that most of
the RCs service members sent to senior service colleges in residence are
AGRs, rather than part-time, drilling USAR and ARNG officers.

Personnel

The seventh part of our DOTMMLPF framework is personnel. In
many ways, the Personnel function is the central hub for the total
force. Units, schoolhouses, and installations are only integrated to the
extentthatthe personnelsystemcanand doessend theindividuals who
belong to each component to them in the ways intended. The ATFP
has two objectives related to the Personnel domain:

* The Army willemploy an integrated personnel management and
pay system that contains standardized business processes and
authoritative data for military personnel, enabling access to secure
and reliable data.

* Personnel policies shall incorporate total force values and facili-
tate a continuum of service and opportunities for joint experi-
ences (McHugh, 2012).

The NCFA also made several recommendations related to cross-
component assignments, implementation of an integrated personnel
and pay system, and programs to consolidate recruiting and marketing
functions:

* Recommendation 27: The Army should review and assess officer
and NCO positions for potential designation as integrated posi-
tions that could be filled by any component, to foster an Army
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total force culture and expand knowledge about other compo-
nents.

* Recommendation 28: The Army should develop selection and pro-
motion policies that incentivize AC, ARNG, and USAR assign-
mentsacrosscomponentsand withinmulticomponent units.

* Recommendation 35: Congress should enact legislation to allow
assignment of AC officers and enlisted soldiers to ARNG posi-
tions without prejudice to their federal standing and the similar
assignment of ARNG personnel to AC units.

* Recommendation 36: The Army should implement a pilot pro-
gram to assign AC officers and enlisted soldiers to USAR full-
time support positions.

* Recommendation 37: Congress, DoD and the Army should con-
tinue to support and adequately fund the developmentand field-
ing of IPPS-A as the cornerstone to enhanced integration of all
components of the Army.

* Recommendation 38: Congress should authorize the Army to
establish a substantial multiyear pilot program in which recruiters
from all three components are authorized to recruit individuals
into any component and receive credit for an enlistee regardless
of the component.

* Recommendation 39: Congress should authorize the consolida-
tion of Army marketing functions across components to gain
unity of effort (NCFA, 2016).

What’s Being Done

Ifitis true, in the words of former Chief of Statf Creighton Abrams,
that “Soldiers are not in the Army. Soldiers are the Army,” then itis to
be expected that personnel policies should be leading the way in creat-
ing the total force. Ultimately, the success of the ATFP will be judged
by the Army’s ability to use each soldier for the maximum benefit of
the service (and the nation), both at every point in time and over a
career.
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Cross-Component Assignments

As described in the Organization section above, one particular way
in which total force objectives are being pursued is in the creation of
associated units and other types of multicomponent units. This begins
as a structure issue, but then becomes a task for the personnel and
training functions to turn the units from theory to reality. The Army
plans to begin cross-component assignments of officers and NCOs in
FY 2017 as part of the AUPP. While assignment of USAR officers
to AC organizations and vice versa is generally not an issue (once the
necessary structure has been created), the Army needs to resolve legal
issues to assign AC personnel to ARNG units and vice versa (e.g., RA
vs. state commission). To address these issues, the NCFA has recom-
mended that Congress enact legislation to facilitate cross-component
assignments between the ACand ARNG. Tosupport this effort, the
Army Office of General Counsel is reviewing applicable laws and stat-
utes (NCFA CoC, 2016).

Assignment of AC officers and NCOs to full-time support posi-
tions in RC units dates back to Title XI of the NDAA for FY 1993.
The original intent of the law was that 5,000 AC personnel would be
assigned as advisers to RC units. However, the emphasis on assigning
ACadvisers to RC units faded after a few years, and the NDAA for
FY 1996 permitted the Army to count AC personnel assigned to units
with the primary mission of providing training support to RC units
(suchasFirst Army) as partof the total number of ACadvisers required
by Title XI. The NDAA for FY 1994 required the Army to submitan
annual report on the number of assigned Title XI personnel as part of
the Army Posture Statement, including a comparison of the promotion
rates of officers assigned as AC advisers with those of all other Army
officers (Pint et al., 2015, pp. 18-21).22

There is some evidence that AC officers assigned to Title XI posi-
tions had lower promotion rates than other Army officers. Figure 3.4
showsthe Army’sreported figures forin-zone promotionrates to major

2 The NDAA for FY 2005 reduced the required number of AC advisers from 5,000 to
3,500, most of whom are now assigned to First Army.
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and lieutenant colonel from 2000 through 2011.3With the exceptions
of 2007-2008 (when there were six or fewer Title XI officers eligible for
promotion to major or lieutenant colonel), there is a consistent pattern
of lower selection rates. Whether this reflects a bias at the promotion
boards orabiasinsending less-qualified officers to serve in Title XI
positions, this validates the NCFA’s recommendation for the Army to
develop selection and promotion policies to incentivize multicompo-
nent assignments.

Figure 3.4
Promotion Rates for Title XI Officers vs. All Army Officers
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3 In more recent years, the Army has continued to report the required data to Congress in
anaddendum to the Army Posture Statement, but the addenda are no longer easily accessible
on the Army’s website. See U.S. Army, undated-b.
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Integrated Personnel and Pay System

The ATFP directed the Army to employ an integrated personnel man-
agement and pay system, and the NCFA recommended that the Army
continue to resource and implement IPPS-A. Of all the programs cur-
rently identified with the ATFP, none probably had a greater initial
handicap than IPPS-A. Seen by many as the heir, if not the descendent,
of the much-criticized Defense Integrated Military Human Resources
System (DIMHRS), IPPS-A had to show it was not the “disaster” of
its predecessor. DIMHRS was intended to create acommon personnel
and pay system for all the services, including their RCs, but was can-
celed in 2010 after spending $1 billion and 12 years of effort. Required
upgrades to the services” individual systems had been postponed for
many yearsinanticipation of DIMHRS. In particular, many ARNG
and USAR soldiersactivated toserve in Afghanistan and Iraqreported
significant pay errors due toinadequacies inlegacy personnel and pay
systems (Philpott, 2010).*

Despite the failure of DIMHRS, the Army still needs an inte-
grated personnel and pay system. The inability of pay and records sys-
tems to share information is a fundamental shortcoming in efforts to
make personnel management more adaptable and responsive. Inter-
view subjects noted that an interim system, the Interactive Personnel
Electronic Records Management System (iPERMS), can be used by
soldiers and human resources (HR) personnel to maintain military
personnel records and has facilitated access to personnel records across
components.

IPPS-A is scheduled to be launched incrementally in five phases.
Release One was fielded in three waves by component in 2014 and
provides the system infrastructure, as well as access to basic person-
nel records for soldiers and predefined queries for HR administrators.
Release Two will replace the ARNG’s personnel system, the Standard
Installation/Division Personnel System, scheduled in the second quar-
ter of FY 2018. Release Three will replace the personnel systems used

% For more information on the problems caused by legacy personnel and pay systems and
the history of DIMHRS, see U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Government
Reform, 2006; Farrell, 2008, and Connor et al., 2016, pp. 26-27.
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by the RA and USAR in the first quarter of FY 2019. Pay capabili-
ties will be added for all components in Release Four, scheduled for
the fourth quarter of FY 2019. Remaining personnel services, includ-

ing personnel evaluations and retention management, will be incorpo-
rated into Release Five in the third quarter of FY 2020 (NCFA 2016,

P- 70, and Program Executive Office, Enterprise Information Systems,
undated).?

Interviewees said that IPPS-A appears promising. Its primary
advantage is that it will not only integrate data for personnel in the dif-
ferent components, it will integrate data and combine functions of sev-
eral legacy systems, including ATRRS and the Total Army Personnel
Database. It will also include civilian employment information for RC
personnel, long a shortcoming in the HR records. By giving the Army
G-1visibility of RC data, it will encourage efforts to better match indi-
viduals to requirements and allow more-comprehensive analysis of HR
trends and processes.

However, the promise of IPPS-A comes at a cost. Fielding a
system designed to integrate numerous legacy databases is requiring
the Army to haltany changes to the architecture of these legacy sys-
tems until IPPS-A takes over. As aresult, many smaller initiatives that
could improve visibility today are on hold for several years. New pro-
grams, designed toimprove HR management, may be fielded, but data
fields needed to track their implementation and assess their success
may not beavailable. For example, interviewees told us thata group of
senior leaders is currently developing reforms to the system of dozens of
duty statuses under which RCmembers serve, but many of the reforms

will require database changes that would not take effect until the early
2020s.

Continuum of Service

The ATEP directed the Army toimplement personnel policies that pro-
mote a continuum of service. Multicomponent units promote integra-
tion by bringing soldiers from different components together into a

% TheIPPS-A website does not provide a planned release schedule, so schedule information
is based on NCFA, 2016. Interviewees said that implementation is currently in a three-year
data correction phase.
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single organization. In most cases, when they complete these assign-
ments, they return to single-component units and resume their career
progression. A different, longer-term form of integration comes as indi-
viduals, by their choice or the Army’s, leave one component and join
another. In the same way that multicomponent units or unit associa-
tionsattempttomeld different types of organizations together to maxi-
mize total capabilities, the intent here is to find the right status for
eachindividual throughouthis or her career so the Army gets the right
contribution from that individual over time. Facilitating a continuum
of service would increase the Army’s return on its investment in these
soldiers” training and experience.

Army Reserve leaders we interviewed said that the term “con-
tinuum of service” has not been well defined until recently. Atits sim-
plest level, it focuses on individual transitions between components.
How easy isitforan ACsoldier to transition tothe ARNG or USAR?
Or vice versa? Do they keep their rank, MOS, and status within the
organization or take a step back? Moving from RCto AC could hurt
a soldier’s promotion opportunities, as they may not seem to be com-
petitive with peers. There is clearly not a free flow between the ACand
RC, and most would agree that some constraints will be needed for
the foreseeable future (e.g., there is a finite number of positions in each
componentand within most “current organizations” within the RCs —
the authorized troop program unit, individual mobilization augmenta-
tion [IMA] and AGR positions).

ATFP initiatives to promote these kinds of transitions focused on
excessive paperwork requirements limiting transfers and were looking
for quick wins. The quarterly ATFP Implementation briefing to the
Secretary of the Army listed the following tasks as “enablers” for the
continuum of service initiative:

* If the separation processing designator requires a waiver into
another componentand the soldier isapproved for transfer to that
component, change the separation processing designator to favor-
able to avoid stigma.
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* Prepare and submit a legislative change to streamline officer
appointment (scrolling) processes (e.g., universal appointment
into one of the armed forces).

Prepare and submit a legislative change to extend authorities in

Army Directive 2012-19 to warrant officers.3

* Convert all hard copy forms required to electronic.

* Make ARNG unit vacancies available on RETAIN with assist
from HRC.

* Review/change grade determination rules of engagement when a
soldier changes component.

* Review/change/standardize waiver authorities for selected separa-
tion processing designator codes to access into another compo-
nent.

+ Standardize incentive policies between components.

* Review/change requirements for the excessive and/or redundant
paperwork required for a soldier to change component.

* Eliminate duplication of forms.

* Establish a complete iPERMS record for all soldiers (including
derogatory information reports).

* Provide all component HR managers with iPERMS access to
review prior service soldier records with assist from ARNG and
USAR.

* Standardize eligibility when transferring officers between compo-

nents (Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army, Training, Readi-

ness, and Mobilization, 2016, slides 18-23).

Although these steps would reduce the administrative burden of
moving between components, they do not address a broader human
capital management strategy that would provide greater career flex-
ibility for soldiers. In contrast, DoD’s Force of the Future initiatives,
announced in 2015-2016, proposed a variety of approaches to increase
the flows of personnel and ideas between the military and the private

% McHugh, John M., “ Army Directive 2012-19 (Elimination of the Oath of Office
Requirement When Transferring from the Active-Duty List to the Reserve Active-
Status List),” Washington, D.C,, July 16,2012a.
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sector and improve recruiting and retention. These initiatives included
expanding a career intermission program that allows service members
to take a sabbatical from military service for a few years to geta degree,
learnanew skill, orstartafamily;creatingamoreinteractive, web-based
career management system; and allowing officers to temporarily defer
promotionboards so that they would notbe penalized for taking career-
broadening assignments that deviate from the typical career path.””

Other Ongoing Programs

In this section, we briefly describe some other initiatives in the Per-
sonnel domain that are related to ATFP directives and NCFA
recommendations.

The NDAA for FY 2017 directs the Army toconsolidate its mar-
keting organizations across components by October 1, 2017, and to
establish a three-year pilot program that authorizes recruiters from
all three components to recruit individuals into any components
and receive credit toward enlistment goals, as recommended by the
NCFA. The NCFA CoC (2016) indicates that the Army is assessing
three approaches to consolidating the Army’s marketing functions.
The Army hasalsoestablished anintegrated process teamto determine
how the One Army recruiting pilot program will be implemented and
evaluated.?

Asdiscussed in the section on organization, the Army merged its
ACand USAR personnel commands into a multicomponent organiza-
tion. Separate from the organizational challenges of creating a multi-
component command, once created, its existence opens the door for
more integrated management of the personnel being serviced (e.g.,
within career management fields or branches), and should facilitate
assignments to multicomponent units and other types of cross-compo-
nentassignments. However, HRCpersonnel weinterviewed said thatit
would notbe possible tomanage assignments across components until

¥ See Garamone, 2015; Pellerin, 2016; and Department of Defense, undated-a, undated-b,
undated-c, and undated-d.

3 RAND Arroyo Center is assisting the Army with the experimental design and evaluation
of this program.
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IPPS-A has been fielded. In addition, HRC only directly manages RA
and USAR personnel, even if many of its functions include some vis-
ibility over and consideration of the ARNG as well.

Interviewees also mentioned making changes to increase promo-
tions to E-5 and E-6. Previously, units were not holding promotion
boards frequently enough; combining boards allowed more qualified
soldiers to be promoted. Changesalso allowed qualified ACsoldiers to
retain their promotion status if they joined an RC unit.

Obstacles to Integration

As was the case with associated units, some of the NCFA’s recommen-
dations regarding cross-componentassignments hearken back to prior
initiatives that were attempted butlater abandoned. The question thus
arises whether these new initiatives will be able to overcome past prob-
lems, particularly with assignment and promotion policies.

Some stakeholders said that the Army’s continuum of service ini-
tiatives have been focused on reducing administrative barriers, rather
than promoting and directing personnel flows between components
that might resultinimproved outcomes forindividual soldiers and the
Army as a whole. They noted that, while the Army encourages prior-
service ACsoldiers tojoin RCunits, moving from the RCs to the AC
could harm promotion opportunities, because these soldiers may not
be competitive with those who served continuously inthe AC. Thelack
of an integrated personnel and pay system also hampers the Army’s
ability tomove toward a broader talent management approach.

Another issue mentioned by USAR interviewees was the sense
that the separate USAR personnel command in St. Louis was more
responsive to its issues. Under the consolidated command, they have
had to educate AC career managers about RC issues, or simply work
within separate stovepipes to manage reservists (such as a “mini-reserve
directorate” for AGRs and the AR Careers Division for troop program
unitcareer management). Similarly, itremains to be seen whether com-
bining marketing functions and consolidating recruiting effortsacross
components will allow the Army to use its resources more effectively,
or result in neglect of RC interests. One interviewee suggested that it
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would be difficult for recruiters to master all the incentives and other
programs that differ by component.

Interviewees also raised other issues that are not directly addressed
by the ATFP or the NCFA’srecommendations. One of these issues was
the difficulty the USAR and ARNG have in attracting soldiers sepa-
rating from the RA, often due to administrative decisions made by the
Army. Amongotherissues, suchsoldiersarebeingrequired to payback
their separation bonuses at the same time that bonuses for joining an
RCunit are not being funded. In addition, one of the advantages of
a pilot program to increase the window for AC-to-RC transfers from
180 to 360 days was to allow soldiers additional time to take MOS
reclassification training prior to leaving the AC. One interviewee said
that only 32 soldiers so far had been able to utilize that opportunity.
ARNG personnel mentioned an “active-first” enlistment program that
was supposed to channel AC soldiers back to ARNG units, but the
NGB was not able to verify how many soldiers returned to the ARNG
because they could noteasily be tracked in the personnel systems.

Another interviewee suggested that the IMA program could be
used to expand opportunities for joint assignments. However, there
would be some administrative difficulties to overcome. For example,
AR 140-145 (Individual Mobilization Augmentation [IMA] Program)
requires only 12 days of funding for annual training of IMAs (Depart-
ment of the Army, 2016b). Additional funding for up to 48 inactive
duty training periods and 14 days of annual training would help make
these positions more valuable to soldiers as well as the joint organiza-
tions they would be supporting. Moreover, some joint organizations
might wantfull-time employees, butthey would need to providefund-
ing for Active Duty for Operational Support orders unless funding set
aside for 12304b mobilizations could be used (e.g., for assignments to
combatant commands).

DOPMA and ROPMA

Outside of the Army’s direct control are the legal obstacles to personnel
integration, promotions, and continuum of service posed by the Defense
Officer Personnel Management Act (DOPMA) and Reserve Officer
Personnel Management Act (ROPMA). Congress passed DOPMA in
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1980and ROPMA in1994 tocreateamoreuniform pyramid of officer
ranks thatrewarded seniority while eliminating less-qualified officers
in an “up or out” system that also ensured continued mobility and
accession of younger officers. However, this relatively inflexible system
thatlinks time in grade with compensation and promotion also consti-
tutes a barrier to broader multicomponent integration.

The legal barriers from DOPMA and ROPMA affect both spe-
cific NCFA recommendations and broader potential ATFP implemen-
tation efforts. For example, NCFA recommendations 27 and 28 to
designate certain positions as integrated positions and develop selec-
tion and promotion policies to incentivize AC, ARNG, and USAR
assignments across components face the legal barriers contained within
DOPMA and ROPMA. However, aside from a brief mention of laws
that shaped the U.S. Army, the NCFA report did not discuss DOPMA
and ROPMA.

One way DOPMA and ROPMA potentially hinder ATEP imple-
mentation is through disparate retirement systems. While DoD has
made efforts to reform the compensation systems, the AC and RC
retirement systems remain separate, and the elements of seniority
inherent in DOPMA and ROPMA remain intact. The seniority clock
for officers starts “ticking” at the time of commissioning, and con-
tinues as officers progress through their careers. As AC officers only
become eligible for retirement pay after 20 years of service, they have
anincentive toensure theirassignments are competitive for promotion.
RC officers also only become eligible for retirement pay after 20 years
of qualifying service, but they do not receive benefits until age 60.%
However, RC officers must continue to be promoted on the same “up

¥ Mattock, Asch, and Hosek (2014) estimated the effects of allowing vested RC soldiers
toreceive retirement benefits immediately upon retirement. For those with prior AC ser-
vice, their analysis suggests that this policy change would lead to higher RC participation
in midcareer years and lower participation after retirement vesting. For those without prior
AC service, RC participation would be largely unchanged. They also estimated that Army
personnel costs would decrease by about $800 million per year because the AC force would
become more junior on average.
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orout” timelines as AC officers to reach 20 years of service and become
eligible for retirement pay.*

The DOPMA and ROPMA timelines, combined with the officer
career maps of Department of the Army Pamphlet 600-3 (Department
of the Army, 2014a), also demonstrate the larger obstacle to person-
nel integration. The officer career maps list education, training, and
assignments that officers should achieve at the different ranks and
years of service. The Army has different career maps for ACand RC
officers. The intent is to accommodate the different positions avail-
able to ACand RC officers based upon force structure differences. The
assignments are further divided into “key and developmental assign-
ments” and “developmental and broadening assignments.” Key and
developmental assignments are considered “required” for promotion;
developmental and broadening assignments are considered “as time
permits.” Thus, when officers choose assignments, the key and develop-
mental assignments are valued for promotion over the developmental
and broadening assignments, regardless of the knowledge gained. For
example, an ARNG engineer officer assigned as a chief financial man-
agement officer is in a key and developmental assignment, but not so
an ACor USARengineer officer. An ACofficer servingasan AC-RC
observer controller for training is only in a developmental and broad-
ening assighment —nota key and developmental assignment. For RC
engineer officers, no AC-RC assignments are listed in any category.

For AC officers to be incentivized to serve in RCunits, the posi-
tion must be “key and developmental,” and the same goes for RC offi-
cers. However, there are a limited number of “key and developmen-
tal positions,” so components often “fence” those positions for officers
from within their own components to ensure their officers remain
competitive for promotion. The competition for these assignments is

9 Note that separate AC and RC retirement systems are also an impediment to a con-
tinuumof service. Thereislittlelong-termincentive for mid- or late-careersoldiers to con-
sider an AC-RC or RC-AC transfer, because of the effects on their retirement benefits. For
example, a soldier completing a 20-year career could serve an additional eight to ten years in
an RC unit, but only by delaying his or her AC retirement pay. An RC soldier transferring to
the AC would receive a full-time salary in the short term, but might only get the incremental
increase in RC retirement pay that comes from the additional days of active duty.
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thus a barrier to integration, as is the limited time officers have to com-
plete these assignments under DOPMA and ROPMA. The Commis-
sion on the National Guard and Reserves proposed an alternative to
the assignment dilemma by replacing it with “knowledge, skills and
abilities.” Recommendation 11required

Conduct[ing] an analysis of the Service promotion systems to
determine if the requirements of DOPMA and ROPMA are hin-
dering the Services’ ability to meet the need for officers with the
required knowledge, skills and abilities to fill mission require-
ments. The analysis shall consider the effects on the force of vary-
ing the timing of promotions among various competitive catego-
ries (Commission of the National Guard and Reserves, 2008).

Despite this recommendation, no system to date has been devel-
oped to quantify “knowledge, skills and abilities” to fill mission require-
ments. Thus, the current system of assignments remains the Army’s
best indicator of an officer’s qualifications. An alternative to quantify-
ing “knowledge, skills and abilities” is to rewrite Department of the
Army Pamphlet 600-3 to integrate the AC and RC officer career maps
and to allow key and developmental positions to be allocated evenly
among the components, incentivizing integration.

Moving Forward

Most initiatives in the Personnel domain are in the process of being
implemented and will need to be carefully monitored and evaluated to
ensure the desired results. Particular concerns include whether multi-
componentassignments willhavenegative effects on promotionoppor-
tunities, the timeline for fielding IPPS-A and achieving expected bene-
tits,and whether combining recruitingand marketing functions across
components will have beneficial and equitable outcomes for all three
components.

One area where the ATFP implementation guidance may not
have gone far enough is in its discussion of the continuum of service.
As noted above, initiatives have focused on easing the movement of
personnel from the RA to the RCs. One can also see a more strate-
gicmeaning to the term, going beyond the specific transactions toa
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broader concept of careers spent moving among varying levels of par-
ticipation. Under this definition, a soldier might startin the ARNG,
then decide to join the RA. At some point, he or she may want to leave
active duty for a defined period to start a family or attend school full-
time, during which period he or she could be in the Individual Ready
Reserve oralocal RCunit. Thenhe or shemightchoose tocomeback
onactive duty and resume an RA career. In anideal world, proponents
argue, the Army could find a place for these soldiers at each step, and
their ability to change status would only belimited by the need to catch
up on objective skills and experiences appropriate for their new posi-
tions. Inreality, soldiers attempting to have such a career would likely
find themselves frustrated both by regulations and policies (notjust for
transfers, but also for promotions, retirement, and other actions) and
by attitudes and biases in each component.

In a 2008 article, then-President of the Reserve Officers Associa-
tion Dennis M. McCarthy defined continuum of service as

ahuman capital strategy that views active (full-time) and reserve
(part-time) military service as two elements of valuable service
that a qualified individual can provide. Some service members
may provide exclusively active service frominitial accession until
discharge or retirement. However, many others will provide a
mixture of active and reserve service. The continuum of service
concept could be extended to include civilians who serve in vari-
ous national security roles (McCarthy, 2008).

Helisted the key principles of the continuum of service as follows:

Personnel policies should enable members to serve as frequently
as they are available, under circumstances that meet their capa-
bilities, provided those circumstances are useful to national secu-
rity .. .. Anindividual’s availability almost certainly will change
throughout his career. The nation should use those changes
in a positive way to distribute the total force across the entire
spectrum of national defense requirements. Policymakers must
recognize that there is value to the nation at every point along
the individual continuum. The nation needs high-skill, high-
readiness units; itneedslong-lead-time individual replacements;
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anditneeds a variety of individuals and units at varying levels of
readiness between these two extremes. In providing for a variety
of service opportunities, we mustrecognize that one may provide
valuablereserveserviceaspartofalargeformation,asmaller crew
or an individual augmentee” (McCarthy,2008).

Thisexpansive view of continuum of service seems markedly dif-
ferent from the scope of current continuum of service initiatives.

Another area requiring consideration is the effect that DOPMA
and ROPMA may have on existing initiatives and future efforts at
ATFP implementation. The Army should take these current legal
requirements into account in creating and implementing its various
ATFP and NCFA initiatives and recommendations. Framing Army
implementation efforts tocomply with DOPMA and ROPMA is one
answer. However, it may be necessary to engage stakeholders in the
other services, DoD, and Congress and revise DOPMA and ROPMA
to better achieve the goals of the ATEP.

Facilities

The eighth part of our DOTMMLPF framework is facilities. While
most observers would find it hard to tell the difference between an
RA and an ARNG soldier, or between a High Mobility Multipur-
pose Military Vehicle (Humvee) from the USAR or the RA based on
their appearance, there is a clear difference between facilities belong-
ing to the AC and the RCs. While the stereotypical AC installation
is a sprawling city, with acres of maneuver space and a wide range of
housing, maintenance, offices, and other buildings, ARNG and USAR
units pride themselves onbeing part of their communities, and include
approximately 2,300 Guard armories and 1,100 reserve centers scat-
tered around the country and worldwide, including the PacificIslands,
Japan,and Europe. Evenlarge RCfacilities will often belightly manned
during much of the year, waiting for units toarriveand begin weekend,
annual, or premobilization training. What does it mean to manage
these disparate facilities as part of a total force?



ATFP Implementation Within DOTMLPF Functions 93

The ATFP and NCFA do not have any specific objectives or rec-
ommendations regarding facilities, except that the NCFA mentions
Base Realignment and Closure as a potential source of savings that
could be used to fund other initiatives. However, installations, armor-
ies,and reserve centers areimportant enablers for training; in addition,
some Army installations serve as mobilization platforms for RC units.

What’s Being Done

ARNG and USAR stakeholders mentioned concerns about funding
for their installations and other facilities. For example, one interviewee
noted that the ARNG has 30 percent of the Army’s force structure,
but only gets 20 percent of installation funding. We were able to com-
pare funding across commands using FY 2016 data obtained from the
Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management,
Army budget materials, and the Installation Status Report. The results
aresummarized in Table3.5. Both the ARNG and the USAR appear
to receive a higher share of funding than their shares of total acreage
and building square footage, based on various measures of infrastruc-
ture spending.

USAR representatives indicated that the USAR provides fund-
ing for six large installations, but they are commanded by Installa-
tion Management Command (IMCOM). Its current position is that it
would like to bring command back under USARC, and personnel are
currently documenting the implications of this change. Because some
IMCOM requirements are not relevant to the USAR, they believe this
change could save on personnel and overhead costs. The USAR also
manages approximately 1,100 reserve centers worldwide, and does set
policy for those.

ARNG and USAR interviewees said that military construction
funding is more equitable, and as a result, they have been able to allo-
cate funding to the highest priority projects. In FY 2016, the ARNG
received 22 percent of total Army military construction funding, while
the USAR got 13 percent (Assistant Secretary of the Army, Financial
Management and Comptroller, 2016). Because the USAR can set its
own investment priorities, it has been able to consolidate facilities in
some metropolitan areas to modernize and reduce costs. Similarly, the



Table 3.5
Installation Funding by Command
Facility
Installation Sustainment,
Building Square  Status Report Military Base Operations Restoration and
Command Acres (thousands) Feet(thousands) Services Costs Construction Support Modernization
Army Materiel 461 94,980 $2,332 million (All AC funding included under IMCOM)
Command (3.4%) (9.9%) (18.0%)
ARNG 934 48,843 $1,391 million $249 million $1,044 million $707 million
(6.9%) (5.1%) (10.8%) (22.1%) (11.3%) (18.9%)
IMCOM 11,684 774,288 $8,460 million $728 million $7,583 million $2,763 million
(87.1%) (80.4%) (65.4%) (64.8%) (82.3%) (73.9%)
USAR 342 44,484 $755 million $148 million $584 million $267 million
(2.6%) (4.6%) (5.8%) (13.1%) (6.4%) (7.2%)

SOURCE: FY 2016 data obtained from Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management, 2016; Installation
Status Report, Department of the Army (2017a, 2017b, 2017c); and Assistant Secretary of the Army, Financial Management and
Comptroller, 2016. Installation Status Report data are not publicly available.
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ARNGhasdeveloped an Armory Facilities Master Plantomanageand
prioritize its military construction funding.

Obstacles to Integration
The ARNGalsohighlighted thatthe Army’senvironmental resourcing
model has been a problem, and they are working with the Office of the
Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management and IMCOM to
revise it. The model was originally based on one “virtual installation”
per state, regardless of the number of separate ARNG facilities. Delay-
ing environmental remediation due to underfunding (e.g., threatened
and endangered species) could cause problems in the future, and there
is a possibility that installations would have to shut down training if
not in compliance. Environmental manning models have also been a
problem, because they are based on GS-level positions, but the ARNG
works with state employees, not federal ones.

Another example is that many support services are installation-
based, which makes them lessaccessible and lessadaptable to the RCs.

Moving Forward

Facility management may be another case where “onesize fitsall” poli-
cies are not appropriate across components. The Army should ensure
that funding is equitable and facilities are right-sized across compo-
nents, but allow the components some discretion on how best to main-
tain and invest in facilities.

Summary

In this chapter, we reviewed the Army’s implementation of the ATFP
across the DOTMMLPF domains, using objective metrics where fea-
sible,butalsobased onthe perceptions of stakeholdersweinterviewed.
Wealsodiscussed obstaclestointegrationand waysthe Army canmove
forward with total forceintegration. In the next chapter, we summarize
our findings and recommendations.






CHAPTER FOUR

Conclusions and Recommendations

In our review of ATFP implementation, some common themes
emerged. The Army has made progress in implementing the ATFP
across the DOTMLPF domains, but more work remains to be done. In
many areas, the NCFA has provided recommendations that are more
specific and has created a new impetus for the Army to move forward
with ATFP implementation. However, budget constraints have lim-
ited implementation of some objectives, particularly multicomponent
training, RC equipment modernization, and use of 12304b mobiliza-
tion authority. Another importantissue to address, as noted by the
NCFA, is breaking down cultural barriers and distrust between com-
ponents. In addition, several initiatives focus on BCTs and tend to
neglectenablerunits thatarealsoneeded to conduct contingency oper-
ations. Finally, some interviewees noted that ATFP implementation
emphasizes policy changes, notexecution and enforcement of changes
that promote greater total force integration.

Since the Army’s budget is likely to remain constrained in the
future, innovative solutions are needed to achieve the intent of the
ATEFP. For example, the Army can reduce the cost of multicomponent
training through initiatives such as the Nationwide Move program,
multicomponent vehicle loans, and positioning modernized equipment
atregional training and mobilization sites. Another example is the
consolidation and integration of individual training and professional
military education under OASS. The NCFA recommended that the
Army free up funding for initiatives that promote total force integra-
tionthroughsuchefficiencyinitiativesasreforming themilitary health
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care system, reducing energy consumption, and closing unneeded mili-
tary facilities.

Onelingering question remains: How will the Army know when
ithasachieved total force integration, or whatis the right balance of
resourcesacrosscomponents tomaximize the Army’sreadiness tofight
and win the nation’swars? A partial answer is to set goals for force inte-
gration and to establish metrics to monitor progress toward achieving
those goals, such as the number of units and soldiers participating in
multicomponent training events, use of 12304b mobilization author-
ity,equipping of early-deploying enabler units, and the fielding sched-
uleand functionality of IPPS-A. In addition, the Army has started sev-
eral pilot programs that willneed tobe evaluated to determine whether
they are meeting the intent of the ATFP and whether combining func-
tions across components results in the neglect of ARNG and USAR
interests. These programs include the AUPP, multicomponent head-
quarters organizations, the One Army recruiting pilot,and combining
marketing functions.

In the remainder of this chapter, we review our findings and rec-
ommendations in each of the DOTMLPF domains, plus mobiliza-
tion. Wealsoidentify ongoing research that will help evaluate progress
toward implementing the ATFP and the NCFA’s recommendations.

Doctrine

The ATFP required that the Army change three regulations, including
AR 71-11 (Department of the Army, 1995), AR 525-29 (Department
of the Army, 2011), and AR 500-5 (Department of the Army, 2015b)
and consolidate or eliminate Series 135 (Army National Guard and
Army Reserve), Series 140 (Army Reserve), Series 350 (Training), and
Series 600 (Personnel-General). We found that only a few had been
updated since 2012, and in some cases, the changes did not address
ATEFP requirements. Therefore, we recommend that the Army assess
the status of theregulatory changes required by the ATFP and seta
firm timeline to publish the remaining changes.
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Organization

The Army has several initiatives related to multicomponent units,
including the AUPP, the corps and division multicomponent head-
quarters program, and other multicomponent sustainment and support
units. Most of these programs have only recently been implemented
and have yet to be evaluated to determine whether they are meeting
the intent of the ATFP.Some are similar to past initiatives that were
intended toincrease AC-RCintegration but fell intoneglect or were
abandoned whenRCforces werenotdeemedready todeploy with their
AC counterparts. Therefore, we recommend that the Army develop
goals and metrics for these programs and adjust policies and practices
as necessary to meet those goals.

Training

Initiatives to increase multicomponent collective training include the
Total Force Partnership Program, participation of RC units in CTC
rotations and other multicomponent training exercises, and development
of anew Army EXORD on validating predeployment readiness. How-
ever,noadditional funding has been provided to transport RCunits
to CTCs or AC installations or AC units to RC training facilities. In
addition, some initiatives focus on BCTs, which tend to exclude or pro-
vide only limited opportunities for enabler units to participate. Innova-
tive solutions, such as the Nationwide Move program, multicomponent
vehicle loans, and positioning equipment at training centers, can reduce
transportationcosts, butthe Army should also considerincreasing trans-
portation funding to support multicomponent training.

Mobilization

The ATFP and the NCFA both call for greater use of the mobiliza-
tion authority in Title 10, Section 12304b, which allows the service
secretaries to involuntarily mobilize up to 60,000 RC personnel for a
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maximum of 365 days. To use this authority, the services are required
to detail manpower, costs, and intended missions in the budget mate-
rials submitted to Congress. Based on recent Army budget mate-
rials, we found that the Army is gradually ramping up toward the
3,000 person-years of 12304b utilization recommended by the NCFA.
The Army should monitor the types of operations designated for RC
units under this authority, and the contributions of these missions to
relieving stress on AC forces and maintaining an operational reserve.

Materiel

DoD produces an annual National Guard and Reserve Equipment
Report that provides an overview of RC equipment shortages and the
services’ equipment procurement plans for their RCs. The most recent
report notes that budget constraints are causing a decline in RC equip-
ment procurement funding, and the practice of transferring aging
equipment from AC to RC units can create capability and interop-
erability gaps. We used Army equipping data to compare the equip-
mentassigned to AC, ARNG, and USAR units of similar types and
found some evidence of discrepancies in assignment of modernized
equipment. The Army’s procurement funding is likely to remain con-
strained, but it could set higher priorities for early-deploying RC units
and measurable goals for equipping those units. In addition, greater
multicomponent sharing of equipment or positioning of equipment at
training centers could increase RC access to modernized equipment.

Leadership and Education

The OASS is consolidating individual training facilities across com-
ponents, standardizing programs of instruction, and integrating the
flow of soldiers to the closest location offering the course they need,
regardless of component. To assess this initiative, we examined cross-
component attendance at BLC, ALC, and SLC for soldiers in selected
unit types. We found that RC attendance at AC-run courses had
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increased inrecent years, butnot ACattendance at RC-run courses. As
recommended by the NCFA, the Army should continue to implement
OASS and monitor cross-component attendance. Multicomponent
attendance at training and leadership courses could be pursued more
broadly to help break down cultural barriers between components, for
example, by increasing the number of fully funded slots allocated to
RCofficers at the National Defense University, senior war colleges, and
Joint Professional Military Education in-residence courses.

Personnel

The ATEP directs the Army to employ an integrated personnel man-
agement and pay system and to facilitate continuum of service and
opportunities for joint experiences, while the NCFA added an empha-
sis on cross-component assignments and programs to consolidate
recruiting and marketing functions across components. The Army is
making progress in implementing IPPS-A, but full implementation is
notexpected until 2020. Sofar, initiatives to promoteacontinuum of
service have focused on reducing the paperwork requirements limiting
transfers between components. These initiatives have not yet moved
toward a broader vision of an Army human capital strategy thatallows
soldiers to move more flexibly between components, depending on
their personal circumstances and the needs of the Army. DOPMA and
ROPMA createadditional constraints and disincentives forcontinuum
of service and cross-component assignments. Other concerns that will
need to be monitored and evaluated include whether multicomponent
assignments will have negative effects on promotion opportunities, and
whether combining recruiting and marketing functions across compo-
nents will have equitable outcomes for all three components.

Facilities

The ATFP and the NCFA’s recommendations do not directly address
facilities, butthey areimportantenablers fortraining and mobilization.
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Concernsin this area focus on equitable funding for facility operations
and maintenanceand military construction. Facility management may
be a case where “one size fits all” policies are not appropriate, and the
components should be given some latitude on how best to maintain
and invest in facilities.

Related Research

This research project has provided an overview of the Army’s progress
inimplementing the ATFP, but these efforts include many complex
initiatives that merit more in-depth assessments of their strengths and
weaknesses. As of thiswriting, RAND Arroyo Center hasseveral other
studies examining some of these initiatives, including:

* Supporttothe NCFAand Army Assessmentand Implementation
of NCFA Recommendations

* Tailored Equipping Strategies for USAR Units

* Principles for Successful Multicomponent Approaches

* Multicomponent Units and Division Headquarters Readiness

* Implementationand Evaluationofthe One Army Recruiting Pilot

* Aligning Full-Time Support to Achieve Desired RC Readiness
Levels

* Understanding and Estimating Unit Effectiveness as a Function
of Permanent and Temporary Duty Manning Choices

* Supporting Implementation of Objective-T Performance Mea-
sures.

The Army should also conduct evaluations of other initiatives to
determine whether they are meeting the intent of the ATFP. These
include:

¢ the AUPP
* the Total Force Partnership Program
* use of section 12304b mobilization authority
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* implementation of the OASS and increasing multicomponent
attendance at other leadership and training courses

* expanding the continuum-of-service concept into a broader
human capital strategy that allows soldiers to serve more flexibly
across components.






APPENDIX A

Interview Protocol

Weprovided interviewees a one-page summary of the ATFP and used
the question list that follows it to guide our discussions.

The ATFP specifies several policy objectives and regulatory

changes that must be implemented by various organizations in the
Army.

The Army will integrate AC and RC forces and capabilities at
the tactical level (division and below). This will include some
predeployment collective training of tactical-level organizations,
including those that will routinely deploy as multicomponent
forces (e.g., sustainment brigades and other multifunctional sup-
port brigades).

Procedures and processes for validating the predeployment readi-
ness of assigned forces are uniform for AC and RC units and sol-
diers. Standards for qualification and professional development
will be the same for AC and RCpersonnel.

The Army will streamline the voluntary and involuntary call to
active duty of RC personnel and units to rapidly expand and sus-
tain Total Army capabilities.

The Army’sequipping strategy will ensure that procurementand
equipping processesenable the total force to performitsmissions.
The Army will employ anintegrated personnel managementand
pay system that contains standardized business processes and
authoritative data for military personnel. Personnel policies shall
incorporate total force values and facilitate continuum of service
and opportunities for joint experiences.
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* Amend AR 71-11 (Total Army Analysis) to include an annual
analysis of force structure options, including the mix of operating
and generating force capabilities between the ACand RC, and to
require the Army toreportany military capabilities thatare insuf-
ficient in numbers or type.

* Amend AR 525-29 (Army Force Generation) to direct that avail-
able forces (mission force and surge force) are prepared to deploy
as integrated expeditionary forces and to require a common set
of standards and procedures for the validation of readiness. The
Army shall use a common deployment cycle to facilitate the inte-
gration of AC and RC forces in support of operations.

* Amend AR 500-5 (Army Mobilization) to conform with this
policy and to streamline the mobilization process to rapidly pro-
vide RC capabilities to perform Army missions.

* Consolidate or eliminate Army publications Series 135 (Army
National Guard and Army Reserve), Series 140 (Army Reserve),
Series 350 (Training) and Series 600 (Personnel-General) to con-
form with the guidance in this directive. All components will
collaborate in the development, administration, and execution of
publications.

* The Army willusethenew authority in10U.S.C.12304b, which
allows the Secretary of the Army to order RC units to active duty
under certain conditions.

Questions for Army subject matter experts:

1. What is your role in implementing the ATFP?
a. Whichof the policy objectives and regulatory changes does
this include?
2 For each of the relevant policy objectives:
a. Towhatextenthas this objective been implemented to date?
b. What additional implementation activities are currently
ongoing?
. Are there any data sources you would recommend to help
create metrics for the Army’s progress in meeting this objec-
tive?
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d. Arethere any legal, policy, regulatory, cultural, or other
typesofbarriers toimplementing this policy objective?

e. Arethere any legal, policy, regulatory, cultural or other
types of changes thatare needed to enable the Army to meet
this policy objective?

f. Should this policy objective be modified or adjusted to
better fit the Army’s current operating and budgetary envi-
ronment or to better meet the overall objective of a more
integrated total force?

For each of the regulatory changes:

a. Has the regulation been changed asindicated?

b. If so, what was the substance of the change?

i. What was the process for changing the regulation?

ii. What Army organizations were involved?

ii. How long did it take?

iv. Istheregulatory changeactually changing theway things
are done?

¢. Ifnot, is there any current activity ongoing to make or
approve changes to the regulation?

i. What are the reasons for this delay, e.g., difficulty reach-
ing consensus on the changes, slow approval process, etc.?

ii. Does this regulatory change still make sense in the
Army’s current operating and budgetary environment? If
not, how should it be modified to better meet the overall
objective of a more integrated total force?

Has the Army used the authority in 10 U.S.C. 12304b that

allows the Secretary of the Army to order RC units to active

duty under certain conditions?

a. Ifyes, please give some examples of when it has been used.
How many individuals have been mobilized under this
authority?

b. If no, why has it not yet been used?

Are you familiar with any recommendations of the National

Commission onthe Future of the Army thatarerelated to the

policy objectives of the ATFP?
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a. Towhatextent do these recommendations reinforce or con-
tradict the policy objectives of the ATFP?
b. Doyouthink thatanychangestothe ATFP areneeded in
light of these recommendations?
6. Arethereany otherchangestothe ATFP that you would rec-
ommend to better meet the overall objective of a more inte-
grated total force?
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Department of Defense Directive 1200.17,
Managing the RCs as an Operational Force

Department of Defense

DIRECTIVE

NUMBER 1200.17
October 29, 2008

USD(P&R)

SUBJECT: Managing the Reserve Components as an Operational
Force

References:  (a) Title 10, United States Code
(b) Title 32, United States Code
(©) Joint Publication 1-02, “Department of Defense
Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms,”
as amended

1. PURPOSE. This Directive establishes the overarching set of prin-
ciples and policies to promote and support the management of the
Reserve Components (RCs) as an operational force.

2. APPLICABILITY. This Directive applies to OSD, the Military

Departments, the Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and the Joint Staff, the Combatant Commands, the Office of the
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Inspector General of the Department of Defense, the Defense Agen-
cies, the DoD Field Activities, and all other organizational entities in
the Department of Defense.

3. DEFINITIONS. See Glossary.

4 POLICY. It is DoD policy that:

a. The RCs provide operational capabilities and strategic depth
to meet U.S. defense requirements across the full spectrum of conflict
including under sections 12301, 12302, 12304, and 12306 of Refer-
ence (a).

b. The Active Components (ACs) and RCs are integrated as a
total force based on the attributes of the particular component and
individual competencies.

¢. Homeland Defense and Defense Support to Civil Authorities
(DSCA) are total force missions. Unity of effort is maintained con-
sistent with statutory responsibilities in operations involving Federal
forces and non-federalized National Guard forces with Federal forces
under Federal command and control and non-federalized National
Guard forces under State command and control.

d. The RCs provide connection to and commitment of the Ameri-
can public.

e. The continuum of service is utilized to enhance the effective-
ness of and sustain the all- volunteer force with flexible service options
that are attractive to a broad population.

f. Utilization rules are implemented to govern frequency and
duration of activations. Since expectation managementis critical to the
success of the management of the RCs as an operational force, these
rules enhance predictability and judicious and prudent use of the RCs.
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g. Voluntary duty, per section 12301(d) of Reference (a) and sec-
tion 502(f)(2) of title 32, United States Code (Reference (b)), is encour-
aged to meet mission requirements.

h. The RCsare resourced to meet readiness requirements per sec-
tions 3013, 5013, and 8013 of Reference (a). RCresourcing plans shall
ensure visibility to track resources from formulation, appropriation,
and allocation through execution.

i. Outreach services are established and available for RC members,
their families, and employers from pre-activation throughreintegration.

5. RESPONSIBILITIES. See Enclosure.

6. RELEASABILITY. Unlimited. This Directive is approved for public
release. Copies may be obtained through the Internet from the DoD
Issuances WebSiteathttp:/ /www.dtic.mil/whs/ directives.

7. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Directive is effective immediately.

Robert M.
Secretary of Defense

Enclosure
Responsibilities
Glossary
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ENCLOSURE

RESPONSIBILITIES

1. UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR PERSONNEL AND
READINESS (USD(P&R)). The USD(P&R) shall:

a. Ensure DoD policies support the planning, organization, and
utilization of the RCs to provide operational capabilities and strategic
depth across the full spectrum of conflict.

b. Provide guidance and oversight for the development of
programs.

c. Provide guidance and oversight for employer and family sup-
port programs that fully integrate AC and RC requirements.

d. Ensurethattotal force policiesencourage optimumintegration
of AC and RC personnel to provide the most efficient training oppor-
tunities to all personnel, allow for shared use of resources, and provide
the most operational benefits and mission capability.

e. Ensure that total force assignment policies encourage the con-
sideration of RC members to serve in key senior leadership positions
throughout the Department of Defense.

f. Develop performance targets (measures and milestones) in
conjunction with the Secretaries of the Military Departments for the
Reserve operating forces in the development of the DoD annual per-
formance budget.

2. ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR RESERVE
AFFAIRS (ASD(RA)). The ASD(RA), under the authority, direction,
and control of the USD(P&R), shall:
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a. Develop policies for managing the RCs as an operational
force, which is a necessity in an era of persistent conflict and global
engagement.

b. Coordinate and develop policies that promote use of total force
capabilities in support of domestic disaster response without interfer-
ence with core defense missions.

c. Ensure that sufficient guidance exists to guide Service imple-
mentation of the continuum of service concept.

d. Develop policies that provide compensation, benefits, and
incentives to sustain the all-volunteer force that are commensurate
with the service provided and encourage Service members to continue
to serve.

e. Ensure that family and employer support outreach programs
are sufficient to sustain the all-volunteer force.

3. ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR HEALTH
AFFAIRS (ASD(HA)). The ASD(HA), under the authority, direction,
and control of the USD(P&R), shall:

a. Ensurepoliciesarein placetosupport medical and dental read-
iness such that RC members comply with required medical and dental
standards pre-activation through deactivation.

b. Ensure policies are in place to provide RC members and their
families appropriate medical, dental, and mental health services consis-
tentwith DoD programs to provide support to America’s wounded, ill,
and injured Service members.

4. UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY (USD(P)).
The USD(P) shall establish policies and develop procedures to ensure
the RCs have operational capabilities and strategic depth to meet U.S.
defense requirements across the full spectrum of conflict.
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5. ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR HOME-
LAND DEFENSE AND AMERICAS" SECURITY AFFAIRS
(ASD(HD&ASA)). The ASD(HD&ASA), under the authority, direc-
tion, and control of the USD(P), shall:

a. Develop policies and procedures and provide guidance and
oversight to ensure the RCs have operational capabilities and strategic
depth to meet U.S. homeland defense and DSCA requirements across
thefull spectrum of missions while preserving unity of effortconsistent
with applicable law and authority.

b. Advocate resource requirements identified with homeland
defense and DSCA.

6. UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMPTROLLER)/
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
(USD(C)/ CFO). The USD(C)/ CFO shall:

a. Provide requirements and instructions to the Department
of Defense and Services regarding program and budget justification
materials for Program/Budget Review and submission to the Congress.

b. Assess Military Department compliance against the perfor-
mance targets throughout the planning, programming, budgeting,
and execution (PPBE) process.

7. UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR ACQUISI-
TION, TECHNOLOGY, AND LOGISTICS (USD(AT&L)). The
USD(AT&L) shall establish policies and develop procedures to ensure
the RCs are managed as an effective operational force for all matters
related to the DoD Acquisition System; research and development;
advanced technology; integrated test and evaluation; production; logis-
tics; installation management; military construction; procurement;
environmental security;and nuclear, chemical, and biological matters.
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8. UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR INTELLIGENCE
(USD(I)). The USD(I) shall provide guidance and oversight to the
intelligence elements of the RCs and establish practices and develop
procedures to ensure RCs are managed as an effective operational force.

9. DIRECTOR, PROGRAM ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION
(PA&E). The Director, PA&E, shall:

a. Prepare programmatic guidance on which the Future Years
Defense Program is based. Prepare fiscal guidance in coordination
with the USD(C)/CFO.

b. Manage the program review phase of the PPBE system, includ-
ing serving as the Executive Secretary to the senior group advising the
Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense on program review issues
and as Chair of the group charged with overseeing the development of
those issues.

10. SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS. The
Secretaries of the Military Departments shall:

a. Implement the provisions of this Directive.

b. Manage their respective RCs as an operational force such that
the RCs provide operational capabilities while maintaining strategic
depth to meet U.S. military requirements across the full spectrum of
conflict.

c. Ensure that the RCs participate across the full spectrum of mis-
sionsathomeand abroad in providing operational capabilities accord-
ing to the national defense strategy, their Service force management
plans, and operational requirements. To the extent practicable and
consistent with the Services” organizational constructs, ensure unit
integrity is maintained, to include unit leadership positions when RC
units are utilized to fulfill operational requirements.
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d. Ensure that, while providing strategic depth, RC units and
individuals train and are available for missions in accordance with the
national defense strategy.

e. Ensure the total force and non-federalized National Guard
forces, through coordination with the National Guard Bureau, have
capabilities useful for domestic disaster response and are utilized in
accordance with applicable Federal rules, without interference with
defense missions.

f. Ensure RC forces meet operational readiness requirements as
identified by the President and the Secretary of Defense.

g. Ensure sufficient depth of RC unit and individual capabilities
to meet established DoDforce utilization goals.

h. Ensure force rebalancing is conducted on a continuing basis
to adjust force structure and individual skill inventories to meet full
spectrum operations while moderating excessive utilization of the
total force. Such rebalancing shall result in a force mix that takes into
account AC and RC capabilities and capacities.

i. Integrate ACand RC organizations to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, including the use of cross-component assignments, both AC
to RC and RC to AC. Such assignments should be considered as
career enhancing and not detrimental to a Service member’s career
progression.

j. Align, to the extent practicable, force structure with estab-
lished DoD goals for frequency and duration of utilization for unit and
individuals.

k. Ensure the appropriate level of full-time support personnel --
AC, Active Guard and Reserve, military technicians (dual-status), non-
dualstatus technicians, and other Federal civilian employees -- to meet
the readiness requirements of the RCs.
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I. Implement the continuum of service constructin ways that sus-
tain the all-volunteer force and the willingness of individuals to serve.

(1) Provide flexible service options, consistent with DoD poli-
cies, making military duty attractive to a broad population.

(2) Execute the appropriate range of compensation, benefits,
andincentivestosustain theall-volunteer forcecommensurate
withtheservice provided. Thisencourages Servicemembers to
continue to serve.

3) Implement utilization rules for voluntary and involuntary
service that are clear and effectively communicated. Implement
related expectation management programs to provide mem-
bers, families, and employers maximum predictability and
planning consistent with operational requirements.

m. Tofacilitate the sustainment of volunteerism:

(1) Provide opportunities for and encourage the performance
of military duty beyond minimum participationrequirements,
consistent with Service needs.

(2) Provide flexible participation options that conform to mis-
sion requirements.

(@) As appropriate, provide monetary and non-monetary
incentives to increase the level of participation above and
beyond minimum requirements.

(b) Offer choices among available incentives according to
individual preferences to accomplish force management
objectives.
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(c) Execute Military Service agreements and incentives to
ensure the availability of individuals who may be needed
on short notice to meet mission requirements.

n. Program and execute resources where required to support a
“train-mobilize-deploy” construct. Funds for training and equipment
must be provided to coincide with the Services’ force planning cycle
and enable an effective pre-and post-mobilization training and deploy-
ment process.

(1) Ensure that resources support medical and dental readi-
ness such that RC members comply with required medical and
dental standards pre-activation through deactivation.

(2) Ensureresourcesareprovidedinatimely mannertoensure
effective execution to meet mission requirements.

3) Ensure procurement programs and processes provide vis-
ibility and accountability of RC equipment in the Program /
Budget justification materials through the timely execution of
funds and distribution of procured assets.

(4) Ensure facilities and training areas are available to support
RC training requirements.

(5) Ensure legal assistance resources are available to support the
activation of military personnel.

0. Accelerate modernization while balancing the need for restor-
ing immediate readiness through recapitalization with the imperative
to prepare for future conflicts with moreadvanced adversaries.

p. Ensure RC forces have been considered for sourcing Combat-
ant Commands’ requests for forces.
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GLOSSARY

DEFINITIONS

Unless otherwise noted, these terms and their definitions are for
the purposes of this Directive.

Continuum of service. Management policies supported by
appropriate statutes, benefit and compensation options, and agree-
ments that facilitate transparent movement, to the extent possible,
of individuals between active military, reserve military, and civilian
service. These management policies provide variable and flexible ser-
vice options and levels of participation, and are consistent with DoD
manpowerrequirements and eachindividual’sability toserve overthe
course of a lifetime of service.

Homeland defense. The protection of United States sovereignty,
territory, domestic population, and critical defense infrastructure
against external threats and aggression or other threats as directed by
the President. As defined in Joint Publication 1-02 (Reference (c)).

RCsasanoperational force. The RCs provide operational capa-
bilities and strategic depth to meet U.S. defense requirements across
the full spectrum of conflict. In their operational roles, RCs participate
ina full range of missions according to their Services’ force genera-
tion plans. Units and individuals participate in missions in an estab-
lished cyclic or periodic manner that provides predictability for the
combatant commands, the Services, Service members, their families,
and employers. In their strategic roles, RC units and individuals train
or are available for missions in accordance with the national defense
strategy. As such, the RCs provide strategic depth and are available to
transition to operational roles asneeded.

Reserve Components. The Reserve Components of the armed
forcesare: (1) The Army National Guard of the United States. (2) The
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Army Reserve. (3) The Navy Reserve. (4) The Marine Corps Reserve.
(5) The Air National Guard of the United States. (6) The Air Force
Reserve. (7) The Coast Guard Reserve. (As defined in section 10101 of
Reference (a).)

Total force. The AC and RC military elements of the total force.

Train-mobilize-deploy construct. A Service implemented
model designed to train and certify individual skills and limited unit
collective training prior to mobilization to achieve a prescribed level of
readiness in order to limit post-mobilization training and maximize
operational deployment time.

Voluntary duty. Duty performed by RC members who request or
indicate willingness to accept orders for active duty beyond any active
duty obligation.
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Army Total Force Policy

SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
WASHINGTON

0 & SEP 2012

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION

SUBJECT: Army Directive 2012-08 (Army Total Force Policy)

1. References:

a. Title5, United States Code (Government Organizations and
Employees).

b. Title 10, United States Code (Armed Forces).
c. Title 32, United States Code (National Guard).

d. Memorandum, Secretary of Defense, 19 Jan 07, subject: Utili-
zation of the Total Force.

e. Department of Defense (DoD) Directive 1200.17 (Managing
the Reserve Componentsasan Operational Force), 29 Oct 08.
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f DoD Directive 1235.10 (Activation, Mobilization, and Demo-
bilization of the Ready Reserve), Incorporating Change1,21Sep 11.

g DoD Directive 5100.01 (Functions of the Department of
Defense and Its Major Components), 21 Dec 10.

2. This directive establishes policy for the integration of the Army’s
active component (AC) and reserve component (RC) as a “Total Force.”
DoD policies require the military departments to organize, man, train
and equip their active and reserve components as an integrated opera-
tional force to provide predictable, recurring and sustainable capabili-
ties. The Total Force must be part of Army strategy and planning to
fulfill national military needs.

3. Army policy is that:

a. Asone Total Force, the Active Army, Army National Guard and
U.S. Army Reserve provide operating and generating forces tosupport
the National Military Strategy and Army commitments worldwide.

b. The Army will ensure that the Total Force is organized,
trained, sustained, equipped and employed to support combatant com-
mander requirements asforce packages tailored toachieve anticipated
objectives.

c. Asappropriate, the Army will integrate AC and RC forces and
capabilities at the tactical level (division and below), consistent with
the Secretary of Defense’s policies for use of the Total Force (refer-
ence 1d). This will include some predeployment collective training of
tactical-level organizations, including for those organizations that will
routinely deploy as multicomponent forces (for example, sustainment
brigades and other multifunctional support brigades).

d. Army Commands and Army Service Component Commands
will ensure that the procedures and processes for validating the pre-
deployment readiness of assigned forces are uniform for AC and RC
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units and Soldiers. Army commanders will be responsible for certify-
ing personnel readiness and individual training for assigned personnel.
Standards for qualification and professional development will be the
same for AC and RC personnel.

e. The Army will streamline the voluntary and involuntary call to
active duty of RC personnel and units to rapidly expand and sustain
Total Army capabilities.

f. The Army’s equipping strategy will ensure that procurement
and equipping processes enable the Total Force to perform the missions
of the Department of the Army.

g. The Army will employ an integrated personnel management
and pay system that contains standardized business processes and
authoritative datafor military personnel, enabling access to secure and
reliable data. Personnel policies shall incorporate Total Force values and
facilitate continuum of service and opportunities forjointexperiences.

4. Implementation of this policy requires the following actions:

a. Amend Army Regulation (AR) 71-11 (Total Army Analysis) to
includeanannual analysis of force structure options, including the mix
of operating and generating force capabilities between the ACand RC,
for the Secretary of the Army to consider and approve in support of the
Army’s future force and to meet Secretary of Defense planning objec-
tives. The amended regulation shall require that the Assistant Secretary
of the Army (Manpower and Reserve Affairs), in coordination with the
Deputy Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7,report any military capabilities that are
insufficient in numbers or type to meet Secretary of Defense planning
objectives for the Total Force and provide recommendations to the Sec-
retary of the Army. Inaccordance with AR 71-11, the Secretary of the
Army and Chief of Staff, Army annually approve the Army’s Program
Objective Memorandum Force.
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b. Amend AR 525-29 (Army Force Generation) to direct that
available forces (mission force and surge force) are prepared to deploy
as integrated expeditionary forces, to the maximum extent possible,
in accordance with Global Force Management requirements. The
amended regulation shall require that the Assistant Secretary of the
Army (Manpower and Reserve Affairs), in coordination with the
Deputy Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7, develop acommon set of standards
and procedures for the validation of readiness. Within the parameters
of global security conditions and combatant commander requirements,
the Army shall use a common deployment cycle (Army Deployment
Period) for named operations, approved by the Secretary of the Army,
tofacilitate theintegration of ACand RCforces in support of opera-
tions. The Chief of Staff, Army provides advice to the Secretary with
regard to such plans and, after approval of the plans or recommenda-
tions, acts asthe agent of the Secretary in carrying them into effect.

c. Amend AR500-5 (Army Mobilization) and the Army Mobi-
lization Operations, Planning and Execution System to conform with
this policy. The amended regulation shall require that the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Manpower and Reserve Affairs), in coordina-
tion with the Deputy Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7, streamline the mobili-
zation process to rapidly provide RC capabilities to support the Total
Force and perform Army missions.

d. Consolidate or eliminate Department of the Army publi-
cations (Series 135 (Army National Guard of the United States and
Army Reserve), Series 140 (Army Reserve), Series 350 (Training) and
Series 600 (Personnel-General) to conform with the guidance in this
directive. All components will collaborate in the development, admin-
istration and execution of publications to ensure streamlining while
addressing the uniqueness of the componentand leveraging their sub-
ject matter expertise.

e. Tohelp achieve these ends, the Army will use the new author-
ity provided by 10 United States Code section 12304b, which allows
theSecretary of the Army toorder RCunits toactive duty under cer-
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tain conditions. This directive, coupled with this new Reserve call-up
authority, will allow the Army to benefit from the shared experiences
of the last decade of war.

5. This policy is effective immediately and applies to all
components.

6. The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Manpower and Reserve
Affairs) is the proponent for this policy.

MUM&W\"L\

DISTRIBUTION:
Principal Officials of Headquarters, Department of the
Army Commander
U.S. Army Forces Command
U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command
U.S. Army Materiel Command
U.S. Army Europe
U.S. Army Central
U.SS. Army North
U.S. Army South
U.S. Army Pacific
U.S. Army Africa
U.S. Army Special Operations Command
Military Surface Deployment and Distribution Command
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U.S. Army Spaceand Missile Defense Command / Army Strategic
Command

U.S. Army Network Enterprise, Technology Command/9th
Signal Command (Army)

U.S. Army Medical Command

U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command

U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Command

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Army Military District of Washington

U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command

U.S. Army Installation Management Command

Superintendent, United States Military Academy

Director, U.S. Army Acquisition Support Center

CF:
Commander, U.S. Army Cyber Command
Director, Business Transformation
Director, Army National Guard



APPENDIX D

Additional Data on Equipping Rates for Selected
Unit Types

This appendix provides additional comparisons of equipment assigned
to AC, ARNG, and USAR infantry battalions, MP companies, and
transportation companies using data from the AE2S as of June 2016.
Figure D.1 shows the median percentage of authorized equipment on
hand by dollar value, excluding substitutes, for pacing items and other
essential equipment (Equipment Readiness Codes P and A)! for var-
ious types of MP companies.2The number of units of each type is
shown above the columns. The total number of items and dollar value
of authorized equipment for each unit type is shown at the bottom
of the figure. The authorized equipment for the three types of MP
companies s fairly similar across components, butcombat support MP
companies have both more and higher-valued authorized equipment
than guard and internment/ resettlement companies. Equipping rates
are also higher for combat support MP companies than the other two
types, and higher for AC units than for ARNG and USAR units.
Figure D.2 shows the median percentage of authorized equip-
ment on hand by dollar value, excluding substitutes, for various types
of transportation companies. Except for composite heavy and heavy

1 Weexclude the value of items greater than the number authorized and the value of items
whose quantities on hand, no substitutes are above the quantities on hand including substitutes.

2 One caveat to this analysis is that it does not fully reveal differences in equipment mod-

ernization across components, because in some cases, multiple national stock numbers can
beused tofill thesame authorized lineitem number. Those national stock numbers might
represent different generations of equipment, such as different levels of armoring or earlier
and later versions of automated systems thatare not fully compatible with each other.
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Figure D.1
Median Percentage of Authorized Equipment on Hand, No Substitutes, by
Dollar Value for Different Types of MP Companies
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equipment transport companies, the authorized amount and value of
equipment s fairly similar across components for each unit type. How-
ever, equipping rates vary substantially by unit type and component,
ranging from 84 percent for the median AC cargo transportation com-
pany to 51 percent for the median USAR palletized load system com-
pany. In addition, some types of transportation companies are found
exclusively in one component or primarily in the RCs, such as cargo
transportation companies; light-medium truck companies; palletized
load system companies; and petroleum, oil, and lubricants companies.



Figure D.2
Median Percentage of Authorized Equipment on Hand, No Substitutes, by Dollar Value for Different Types of
Transportation Companies
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AE2Salsoprovidesinformationontheresourcing priority of units
in a field called “DARPL BIN.” A lower value of DARPL BIN indi-
cates that the unit has higher priority for resources, including equip-
ment, manning levels, and training.*Therefore, we examined whether
median equipping rates varied by component and DARPL BIN. The
results of this analysis are shown in Figure D.3 for infantry battalions,
Figure D.4 for MP companies, and Figure D.5 for transportation com-
panies. We did not find any clear indication of higher equipping rates
for higher-priority units, but some units with low priority (such as two
ACMP companies in DARPL BIN 4 and one ARNG transportation
company in DARPL BIN 9) had very low equipping rates.

Figure D.3
Median Percentage of Authorized Equipment on Hand, No Substitutes, by
Dollar Value for Infantry Battalions by DARPL BIN

[l All infantry battalions [ DARPLBIN 1 [l DARPLBIN 3 [0 DARPL BIN 9
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SOURCE: U.S. Army, 2016.
NOTE: Excludes on-hand > authorized.
RAND RR1958-D.3

3 Based on email communication with USAR G-4, September 14, 2016.
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Figure D.4
Median Percentage of Authorized Equipment on Hand, No Substitutes, by
Dollar Value for MP Companies by DARPL BIN
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Figure D.5
Median Percentage of Authorized Equipment on Hand, No Substitutes, by
Dollar Value for Transportation Companies by DARPL BIN
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APPENDIX E

Additional DataonCross-Component Attendance
at ALC and SLC

Inthisappendix, we provideadditional information ontrendsin cross-
component attendance at ALCs and SLCs, based on our analysis of
ATRRSdata. Since ALCs and SLCs are branch-specific, we focus on
soldiers in MOSs 11B and 11Cin infantry battalions, MOSs 31B and
31Ein MP companies, and MOS 88M in transportation companies.
Wecompared a three-year period prior tothe ATFP (FYs2010-2012)
with a more recent two-year period (FYs 2014-2015) to see whether
cross-component integration had increased. Our results are summa-
rized in Table E.1. The component of the soldiers is indicated by rows,
while the component running the course and the time periods are
shown in columns. For example, in FYs 2010-2012, 93.9 percent of
AC soldiers in MOSs 11B and 11C attended an AC-run course, and
6.1 percent attended an ARNG-run course. There were no USAR-run
courses for these MOSs.
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Table E.1
Trends in Cross-Component Attendance at ALC and SLC
ACNCOAcademy ARNGNCO Academy USAR NCO Academy
ALC SLC ALC SLC ALC SLC
FYs FYs FYs FYs FYs FYs FYs FYs FYs FYs FYs FYs
2010- 2014- 2010- 2014- 2010- 2014- 2010- 2014- 2010- 2014- 2010- 2014-
2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015 2012 2015

Infantry (MOS 11B and 11C):

AC 93.9 77.8 100 99.6 6.1 22.2 0 0.4 0 0 0 0
ARNG 0 0.4 1.8 0.5 99.8 99.6 98.2 99.5 0 0 0 0
MP(MOS31Band 31E)

AC 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ARNG 0 0 0 2.4 0 11.7 0 0 100.0 88.3 99.4 97.6
USAR 0.7 0.9 11.9 14.8 0 5.6 0 0 99.3 93.5 88.1 85.2

Transportation (MOS 88M)

AC 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ARNG 1.2 13 1.9 1.8 0 13 0 0 98.8 97.4 98.1 98.2
USAR 0.0 7.0 13.6 27.7 0 7.6 0 0 100 85.4 86.4 72.3

uonejuswa|dw| Ad1jod 32404 |B10] AWy JO MIIASY YET

SOURCE: U.S. Army, undated-a.
2Since the USAR has only one infantry battalion, there were ten or fewer soldiers attending ALCs or SLCs in each time period.
Therefore, we did not find any consistent trends and do not report the data.
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In comparison with BLCs, we found very little AC attendance at
RC-run ALCs and SLCs, except for an increase in AC attendance at
ARNG-run ALCs for infantry MOSs, from 6.1 percent of trainees in
FYs 2010-2012 to 22.2 percent of trainees in FYs 2014-2015. Simi-
larly, we found very little RC attendance at AC-run ALCs and SLCs.
The exceptions are an increase in USAR attendance at AC-run courses
for MOSs 31B, 31E, and 88M, particularly at SLCs for MOS 88M,
where 27.7 percent of USARNCOs were trained at ACacademies in
FYs 2014-2015. In addition, most ARNG MPs and truck drivers
attended USAR-run ALCs and SLCs (see lower right of table). How-
ever, in the FY 2014-2015 time period, the ARNG began to conduct
some ALC training for these MOSs, so we begin to see some USAR
attendance at ARNG courses during this period.
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This report reviews the implementation of the Army’s Total Force Policy (ATFP).
It presents an analysis of the extent to which the Army has implemented the
actions directed by the ATFP, how these efforts benefitted the different components
and enhanced the total force, whether implementation actions to date caused
negative unintended consequences, and how the Army mightimprove the ATFP

to achieve a more cost effective, integrated and capable total force. We find
that, in general, the Army has made progress in implementing the policy and
improving the integration of the Regular Army, Army National Guard, and U.S.
Army Reserve. However, budget constraints have limited implementation of
some objectives, such as multicomponent training, reserve component equipment
modernization, and use of 12304b mobilization authority. Since the Army’s
budget is likely to remain constrained in the future, we recommend that it continue
to pursue and develop innovative solutions, such as multicomponent vehicle loans,
positioning modernized equipment at regional training and mobilization sites, and
integrating individual training and professional military education under the One
Army School System. We also recommend that the Army set measurable goals
for total force integration and establish metrics to monitor progress, and evaluate
pilot programs such as associated units and combining recruiting and marketing
functions to determine whether they are meeting their intent.
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